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ABSTRACT

RMINING THE OPYI AVIAT R ATION SOR_THE OPERAT WA
by MAJ Carlton L. Hood, USA, 180 pages.

This thesis examines the U.S. Army’s aviation organizational structure

from a corps perspective to determine the optimum aviation organization and

employment level for operational warfare, Existing doctrine, crganizations,
and employment concepts have 1eft a void in the procedures by which U.S. Army
Aviation intends to execute "AirLand Battle" doctrine at the operational level.,
This study examinas three alternatives for organization and employment of Army

Aviation on the mid-intensity European battiefield. The primary focus of this

study is on determining the feasibility of further developing the concept of an

*AirMechanized® Division as proposed by General Doctor Ferdinand M. von Senger

und Etterlin, Brigadier (retired) Richard E. SimpKin, and Colonel Wally Franz.

The methodology through which this study was undertaken involves a series of
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' four analyses: an historical overview of U.S. Army Aviation doctrinal and NN
. '.'.:\::\J
organization! develcpment, a brief examination of NATO and Soviet aviation Wj}ﬁ

doctrine and organizational concepts, the use of wargaming analysis to describe e

the available options to current aviation force structure, and the performance

of a cost-effectiveness survey.

Research reveals that an AirMechanized Division is a viable operational
combat foarce that needs to be incorporated into the U.S. Army‘s total force

structure, The primary advantages of fielding such a force are evident in its

strateqgic mobility, flexibility, responsiveness, and maneuverability. The U.S.

Army and its NATO Alliance armed forces must evaluate their capabilities and
potential of fielding a combined AirMechanized Division that can support the e
overall defense plan of Western Europe and decide if they are willing to fund AEX

that organization for employment at the field army level.
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

BURPQSE AND SCOPE.,

’ ' The primary purpose of this study is to determine the optimal aviation
organization at the operational level of warfare for the United States Army.
This is accomplished by examining three options for aviation force siructure
design: one is the Corps Aviation Brigade as it is currently structured under
the J-series Table of Organization and Equipment; another is the substitution
of an AirMechanized Division for the Corps Aviation Brigade; a third considers
the creation of an aviation operational maneuver division for a field army.
The concept of an "AirMechanized® Division was suggested initially by German
General Doctor F. M. von Senger und Etterlin and Brigadi;r (retired) Richa?d E.
SimpKin, in 1982. The AirMechanized Division is built around an aviation base
with & light, highty mobile, anti-armor ground attack force complementing the

firepower and maneuverability of attack helicopters.f{i1] The genesis of this

study is founded on the premise that the aviation organizational structure at
the operational level must possess sufficient combat power and maneuverability
to meet the requirements of the US Army‘s new operational doctrine, referred to
as the "AirlLand Battle" Uoctrine. This study is confired to identifying the
optimum characteristics and force design for an aviat:on operational maneuver

organization in the Central European Theater, or AFCENT.

This study Qas undertaken originally from a US Army corps perspective,
wi th emphasi; on the heavy corps and division aviation brigades. These two
organizations represent the preponderance of aviation assets available for
operational and tactical employment, and the organizations most frequently and

currently under revision. Furthermore, the Corps Aviation Brigade represents

.......



the US Army’s most ambitious effort to date to modernize force structure and
doctrine in light of the high technology available. Howevar, as this study
evolved, it became clear that the study must axamine the problem from the field

army perspective as well.

Considerations for the selection of evaluation criteria were restricted
to those affecting conventional operations, and ranged over aspects that were
televant to mechanized infantry and armored divisions. A general study encom-
passing the employment of corps and division aviation assets was conducted in
order to focus on the capabilities which these elements now possess, or the
ones they will have in the near future, to achieve their aims on the modern
battlefield. A secondary purpose of this paper is to offer some observations
concerning the factors that have influenced aviation organization, oporatfons,
and doctrine within the US Army. Throughout this study, the enemy organization

and operational doctrine were based primarily on the Soviet model.

ini W
A basic premise of the US Army’s operational doctrine, otherwise Known as

the "AirLand Battle® Doctrine, is that battles and campaigns are fought and won
at the operational level, as well as tactical Jevel, 14 the term "tactics® is
synanymous with the execution of a prescribed scheme of maneuver, then the term
*operational” must apply to the level where strategy is converted into tactics.
Perhaps one of the best dafinitions of operational level of warfare is provided
by Edward Luttwak:

*In theater strategy, political goals and constraints on

one hand and available resources on the other determine

projected outcomes. At a much lower level, tactics deal

with specific techniques., In the operational dimension,

by contrast, schemes of warfare such as itzkreiq or

defense-in~depth, evolve or are exploited. Such schemes

seek to attain the j0als set by theater strategy through
suitable combinations of tactics."[2]
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Since 1978, the US Army has been planning to meet the numerically superior
and increasingly sophisticated Soviet threat of the 1985-.993 docade through
improved tactical concepts and the introduction of advanced materiel systems.

In order for advances achieved from these new tactics and systems to be of the

greatest value, they had to b incorporated into organizations that could fully 1
exploit their capabilities, The magnitude of the potential changes in warfare VV

c
brought about by those capabilities, and the logistics and training to support —

them, demanded a new organizational framework, so that an orderly transition
could be made from current units to those of the mid-1980‘s. While serving as

a'means of transition, that organizational framework had to produce the most

combat effective and strategically mobile division that could counter the
;iguificantly increased threat that the Army would face on the battlefield of
the future. The instrument through which the varieus doctrinal and organiza~
tional proposals were made was the ARMY 84, which evolved into the “Army of
Excellence,” Force Modernization Plan. The purpose of the modernization plan
was to develop units that could facilitate the integration of operational

concepts, human resources, and new advanced miteriel systems into the Army.(3)

Force designers were confronted with a narrowing set of parameters within
which the total force structure had to fit., Ground combat vehicle technology,
al though continuing to make evoiutionary improvements in firepower and armored
protection, appeared to be approaching the upper limits of useful operational
mobility.(4] Budgetary and manpower constraints were significantly a1t§ring
the Active-to-Reserve Component force ratio. Excessively high materiel and

cquipment costs amplified an already apparent composition enigma. The "Army

Aviation Mission Area Analysis (AAMAA) Lavel 1] Final Report" provides a

detailed list of the major design principles of this rearganization action:




1) proposed organizations could not exceed current major end item
budgetary constrainrts (no significant equipment increases);

2) limited Active Component manpower increases (optimize Reserve
Component roundout and augmentation of Active Component units);

3) manpower and equipment authorizations enhance strategic mobility;

4) organizational designs must incorporate fielded or anticipated major
end items, such as the Advanced Attack and Scout Helicopters (AAH and ASH);

S) where technology had increased systems capabilities, reductions in
manpower and equipment authorizations;

6) Reserve Component authorizations must be fully integrated into the
Total Army force structure;

~7) company-size units should be single-task oriented, where possible,

with emphasis on decentralized control, simplified logistics requirements, and
sufficientiy small in size to acconmodate battlefield dispersion, camouflage,
cover, and concealments

8) the restructured organizations should expand command opportunities

to accommodate unit cohesion, assignment stability, and career progression.[3]

ldeptifying the Task:

The primary task that faces the US Army’s force designers is to develop
an aviation organization that incorporates these reorganization principlies and
meets the objective of countering the Soviet threat on the AirLand battlefield.
To understand the threat, one must be cognizant of Soviet operational doctrine.
Foremcst to the Soviet style of offensive combat is the theory and operational
technique of "echelonment.” As depicted in Figure 1-1, echelonment provides
the Soviet military commander with the means to achieve mass, momentum, and
continsous combat (Soviet Principles of War).{8] The operational function of
echelonment is tactical flexibility and initiative at all command levels, To

defeat the Soviet operational and tactical employment doctrine, the US Army
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corps commander must accompliish three separate but interrelated tasks on the
integrated battiefield:

1) provide subordinate maneuver conmanders the forces to accomplish
their missions in the covering force and main battle areas;

2) prevent or delay the employment of follow-on forces by the enemy

. sufficiently to allow forces in contact to maintain the forward defense;

3) unhinge or disrupt the integrity of the enemy’s operational scheme
sufficiently to seize the initiative, go on the offensive, and force the enemy
to ground or destroy him completely.[7]

A fourth task, that of providing rear area security and conducting associated
combat operations, is of primary operational concern to the corps commander but
is not directly attributable to echelonment. Accomplishing these tasks in the
"time windows® posod.by Soviet doctrine demands simultaneous undertakKings that

must be rigorously and unhesitatingly applied when hostilities commence.

THE
SECOND ECHELON
THREAT

FIGURE 1-1: An Illustrated Portrayal of Soviet Echelonment Doctrine(8]
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Fianding a Solytion
As early as 1932, British Major General J, F. C. Fuller published a series

of lectures which grappled with the problem of how to repel and defeat armor.
Reasoning that armored columns can penetrate a defensive line and maneuver in
all directions, General Fuller advanced the tactical proposition that:

*The types of defenses required are such as will either

prevent a breakthrough or stop an exploitation. They

should be as deep as possible, not only in order to

frustrate penetration, but if is effected, to make it

as costly as possible, (9]

Historical studies and battliefield analyses since World War Two have
tended to validate Fuller’s thesis, concluding that the fulcrum of anti-tank
defense rests on the ability to destroy enemy armor at the Qreatest possible
distance from friendly positions and to engage the iuruiding armor with an
increasing number of anti-tank woapons.tloi It follows that a concerted effort
using every available system must be made by division and corps commanders to
engage second echelan threat forces at long ranges to disrupt and delay their
arrival into the main battle area. The imnediate objective is to wrest the
initiative from the opposing commander by disorienting his effort, disrupting
his forces, and imposing maximum attrition upon his combat elements, Attacking
his echelons in depth preciudes the forward-deplored brigade troops from having
to face overwhelming numerical superiority and permits the defeat of the enemy

forces resulting from piecemeal commitment.(11]

In regard to this conclusion, cne must analyze the methodology by which

US Army doctrinal thinking intends to accomplish the task at hand. For most,

the tank still represents the basic building block for any anti-armor defense.
For others, the mechanized anti-tank guided missile system and the dismounted
infantryman armed withbngn;gnigugig or some other type lightweight anti-tank

weapon have made the tank obsolete. However, for a few visionaries, aviation

iy
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possesses one of the greatest potentials for exploiting firepower and mobility
on the AirLand Battlefield. Actively supporting this renewed interest in Army
Aviation, General William E. Richardson, Commanding General, US Army Training
and Doctrine Conmand (TRADOC), stated at the annual convention of Army Aviation
Association of America (AAAA):

"The Army that can harness the lethality and exploit the

mobility of helicopters in the next war will gain and

maintain a big advantage. (We can] begin by taking the

lead in developing doctrine and tactics to employ attack

helicopters, air cavalry, and air assault in new and
innovative ways."(12]

Battlefield Requirements?

The US Army’s operational doctrine, as described in Field Manual 100-5,
identifies the essential elements of combined arms warfare as maneuver, fire-
power, and nooonoqt. It also emphasizes tactical flexibility, initiative,
spirit of the offensive, interservice cooperation, and speed. This concept of
maneuver warfare implies the application of three mechanisms: delay, disrupt,
and destror. Figure 1-2 provides an illustration of the application of these

three mechanisms on the AirLand Battiefield.
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The delay mechanism seeks to attack the enemy’s mechanized forces before
they have time to marshall and deploy, and attempts to slow the arrival of the
second echelon forces into the main battle area. 1Its objective is to prevent
follow-on forces from overloading the units defending on the Front Line of Own
Troops (FLOT), and to open a "time and space window® between the echelons to
allow defending forces an opportunity to destroy the enemy’s leading echelon.
The disrupt mechanism seeks to eliminate the enemy’s advantage of offensive
action by attacking throughout the depth of his operational formations to deny
him the ability to reinforce or maneuver. The aobjective of disruption is to aid
the commander in seizing the initiative away ficom the attacker and making him
vulnerable to the defender’s operational scheme of maneuver, Destruction is
simply the means whereby the attacking force is contained and neutralized,
attrited, or destroyed by the use of firepower and ﬁanouoer. #iropouor is
orchestrated to achieve the naxinun-synorgistic effect, climinating as many
soldiers and systems as possible. Maneuver is first used to counter enemy
thrusts, preventing them from penetrating the defenses and exploiting a
breakthrough. Subsequent applications of maneuver will vary according to the

character of the transition from defensive to offensive operations.

EM_STAT

By recognizing the ﬁoed {for an organization that contains the force
structure to execute delaying, disruptive, and destructive maneuver at the
operational level, one must consider Army Aviation as a prime candidate to
perform that battlefield function. Therefore, the question remains: What is

the optimal US Army aviation organization at the operational level of war?

HYPOTHESIS.

When one discusscs operationz! level of warfare, it is assumed that one

of three organizations are being considered: the corps, the fieid army, or the

a
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army group. With the focus of this study at the corps and field army level, no
attempt will be made to determine the feasibility of an aviation maneuver force
that could be employed at the army group level. Historical analysis and study
of the threat initizlly indicate three possible organizational solutions to the
stated problem. The first solution is the Corps Aviation Brigade as it is pro-
posed under the J-series Table of Organization and Equipment. Another possible
solution is to organize an AirM2chanized Division as the corps aviation force.
Third, assuming that the AirMechanized Division is a practical organization, it
shouyld be fielded as the field army aviation maneyver force, while retaining

the Corps Aviation Brigade at its present design strength.

OR AT H
This study attempts io answer the stated questions by conduycting four

analyses. The first analysis, contained in Chapter 2, is an historical over-
view an¢ evaluation of the organizational and doctrinal development, missions,
and roles of Army Aviation since 1947, with particular emphasis on aviation as
an operational maneuver force., It examines the creation of the 11th Air Assault
Division and éth Cavalry Brigade (Air Combat) in respcnse to the Howze Board,
and the use of aviation to achieve tactical and operational mobility, firepower
and surprise, especially during the US’s invalvement in Vietnam. New trends in

aviation organization and employment are presented in the final portion of the

chapter. Chapter 3 examines aviation organization and doctrinal trends on the
European continent. It provides a comparative analysis of NATO and Soviet

heliborne forces, with emphasis on linking defense policy and military doctrine

to organizational structuring and aircraft design. 1t first examines countries

of the North Atlantic Treaty Crganization (NATO) and non-aligned nations, and

then takes a look into the Soviet doctrine concerning heliborne operations,
Chapter 4 provides a comparative analrsis of the Corps Aviation Brigade and the

*AirMechanized" Division. The evaluation of these units is conducted using a




narrative wargaming simulation which conbaros three organizational modeis.
Model A represents a standard Army corps orgarized with an organic Aviation
Brigade. The basic organizational structure of this model is in accordance
with the J-series Table of Organization and Equipment, Model B represents an
otherwise standard US Army corps except that it has an organic “AirMechanized®

Division in lieu of the Corps Aviation Brigade. The organization has an Attack

RS NE S S -

Cavalry Brigade, a Light Attack Brigade consisting of a Light Attack Anti-Armor
Regiment and an Air Assault Infantry Regiment, and a Field Artillery Brigude.
Model C represents a standard US Army Corps having an organic Corps Aviation
Brigade, and the "AirMechanized” Division located at the field army level (in
this case, Central Army Group, Europe), Each unit is organized as previously

stated. Evaluation criteria are:

1) be inmediately responsive to the field army and corps connandgr;

2) complement the field army and corps commanders’ schemes of maneuver}

J3) be capable of sinultaneousiy conducting *sree dimensional combat ~
the deep battle, the close-in battle, and rear zrea combat operations - without
N detriment to committed divisions} ‘

4) be capable of conducting and sustaining independent cross~-FLOT
combat operations for a period of 48-72 hours}

) minimize battlefield signature through dispersiony

é: be capable of massing combat power quickly at the decisive point and
time across the {ield army and corps sectorsj

7) be capable of conducting combat operations under 211 environmenta)
conditions (terrain and weather) indigenous to the area of operationsg

8) retain a high degree of mobility for aﬁti-tank ground maneuver

forces in the absence of heliborne 1ift assets.

Chapter 5 provides a cost and operational effectiveness survey and comparative
analysis of the "AirMechanized® Division to an armored division. The evaluation
criteria for this analysis are operational mobility, firepower, protection, and

10




cost, both procurement and operating. Chapter & summarizes the study, restates
conclusions drawn, and makes recommendations as to current and future US Army

aviation organizations.

ASSUMPTIONS AND LIMITATIONSG,
assumptionst
The first assumption is that the same budgetary constraints imposed upon

the "Army of Excellence” force design apply to the alternative proposal. This
results in prohibiting any significant equipment or manpower increases. The
second assumption is that Reserve Component forces must be integrated into the
propased organization. A third assumption states that the alternative force
structure must incorpcrate the same design principles as the aviation brigade:

1) reduce tasks, simplify training and logistics requirements}

2) reduce battiefield signature;

3) optimize cohesion, stability, and careesr progression;

4) maintain strategic mobility capability.
The fourth assumption states that no overriding technological breakthroughs
will occur during the near-term to mid-term period, inclusive of this study.
Equipment considerations will include those major end items that have been

fislded, are being fielded, or will be fielded in the 1983 - 1993 decade.

Limitations:

The primary limiting factor to this study is the number of alternative
proposals that may be analyzed. ODue to resource constraints, only three models
representing organizational concepts will be evaluated. A second limitation is
the lack of a computer-assisted wargaming simulation to assist in the retrieval
ot data to aid in the evaluation process. As a result, the wargaming analysis
is conducted using a Warsaw Pact Attack-European Conflict Scenario created by
the author. Command and Gensral Staff College publication RB 100-9, A Gyide to

11




ithe Application of the Estimate of the Situation in Combat Dperations, is used

as a guide to direct the comparative analysis effort. A third Timiting factor
is the requirement to establish & "cut-off* date beyond which further modifica~
tion to the "Army of Excellence® force structure can no longer be assessed.
That date is established as 1 December 1983. Although this precludes the
inclusion or subsequent modifications for analysis and assessment, any impact
they might make upon tho'conclusions of this study will be addressed in the

final chapter of this study.

RESEARCH STRATECY,

The methodology used for acquiring information concerning this research
paper combines the use of three¢ techniques: the examination of open literature,
interviews with selected individuals from both inside and outside the aviation
community, and the distillation of information from classified and unclassifed
documentation. Essentially, all of the hi;torical information concerning the
evolution of Army Aviation employment doctrine, organizations, and operational
concepts has been retrieved from classified material. Most of the classified
documents surveyed contained Yarge quantities of unclassified materialy however
only the unclassified test has been assimilaied into this study. A fundamental
purpose of the interviews is to bridge the gap between conceptual designs for
which no documentation is available, They were used also to solicit opinions

of personnel whom the proposed aviation force structure could directly affect.

SION]FICANCE OF THE STUDY,

This study is attemptad mainly to enhance the collective professional
Knowledge of the non-aviation community to appreciate the operational maneuver
capabilities of Army Avia(ion, and to be used when considering the design of
future US Army force structures, regardiess of their orientation. A secondary

purpose of this paper is to stimulate the aviation community into considering

12
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new methods and techniques uhgroby aviation can be used as the arm of decision
on the *AirLand" battlefield., This paper may have an application on force
structure designing and doctrinal development invaluing the United States and
its NATO allies. 7he cbservations, tests, and studies selected for inclusion
in this paper are by no means exhaustive. They were selected because of their
impact on fundamental or parochial issuos; and were of current {ntorost. Many
questions concerning the employment of the Corps Aviation Brigade on the three

dimensional battlefield should be anzwered through the wargaming simulation.
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CHAPTER 2
HISTORICAL REVIEW OF ARMY AVIATION

2URPQSE AND_SCOPE,

To analyze the US Army’s heavy corps operational aviation force structure
design properly, one must be KnowiedQeable of the historical evolution of Army
Aviation doctrine and organization. This historical synopsis provides a brief
averview of the doctrine, battlefield functions, and missions of Army Aviationt
the doctrine which grew out of combat experience and technological advancements
and the battiefield functions, roles, and missions (with their related tactical

organizations) which evolved from studies, tests, and fiscal constraints., UWhat

should become obvious is that aviation force structuring has been focused, for

the most part, on providing the ground tactical commander with a source of

2 ) B

supplemental firepower, as well as providing administrative and logistical

support. Only the air cavalry combat brigade and the air assauit/ airmobile

: X
'3§ division have been excursions into the realm of force designing for operationatl D
< 3
! warfare. Consequently, one could present the argument that Army Aviation is on e

a course of development parallel to that of the Tank Corps.
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This study traces the evolution of Army Aviation from its rebirth in the

'7 early 19%0‘s as a result of American involvement in the Korean War through the :Ef
ai current proposals affecting the heavy corps of the "Army of Excellence.® The gég
ei focus of this brief summary is on the evolution and development of air cavairy, gié
.:j air assauit/airmobile, and attack helicopter organizations. Special attention EEZ
.ti is glven fo the formation of the 1i1th Air Assault Division, for it is here that Eg{
; doctrine and force structure combined to form a single, integrated operational EE

1
=

-f: entity. Discernable is an embryonic “concept-based requirements system” which
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had its origin as early as 1952, Most evidence indicates that a cyclic flow of
Roles -~ Concepts - Equipment Design - Doctrine was methodically enjoined, with
doctrine lagging behind technology, and the limiting factor being "addressable”
battiefield functions. Recognition is given to the interweaving of four major
themes around which Army Aviation developed: 1) the issue of close air support,
to include the development of attack helicopters; 2) the issue of duplication
of effort with respect ta aerial logistics and transport support; 3) the issue
of aerial reconnaissance and surveillance; and, 4) the i(ssue of zir defense
target acquisition and engagement systems and air traffic control. Since this
study is focused primarily on the employment of helicopters in an operational
role, only the first two issues will be addressed. No attempt is made to try
and reconcile the Army-Air Force battlefield support issue, However, it is
introduced in recognizing its impact on the development of aviation doctrine,
tactics, and systems design. The final portion of this chapter addresses new
innovative approaches to aviation organization, as presented by General Doctor

F.M. von Senger und Etterlin, Richard E. Simpkin, and Colonel Wally Franz,

IHE EARLY YEARS: 1947 - {934,

The “rebirth" of Army Aviation came as a result of the National Security
Act of 1947, which formally established Army Aviation as a separate entity.
Sensing the undercurrent of Army Aviation expansionism, the Air Force and Army
Chiefs of Staff attempted to define the Army’s aviation battlefield tasks in
the Key West Agreement of 1948, This effort was characteristic of interservice
attempts to support the growth of Army Aviation without infringing upon the Air
Force’s mission rosponslbifltlts.tll Published in 1949, the Joint Army and Air
Force Regulation 3-10-1 set forth the utfllzation criteria for Army aircraft
and imposed weight 1imitations on fixed-wing and rotary-wing aircraft that

could be organically assigned to the Army. It must be noted that during this
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period Army aviation air assets were procured through Air Force channels. The
responsibilities and procedures contained in the joint service reguiztion were
the subject of continual debate. The basic problems were the 1imited scope

within which the Army wae permitted to operate and the corresponding failure of

the Air Force to provide the requested support or equipment requirements.(2]

As early as 8 September 1950, General J. Lawton Collins, the Army Chief
of Statf, proposed experimenting with a provisional airmobile infantry assault
battalion and an airmobile field artillery battery. In response, Army Field
Forces Board Number One was convened which produced two significant proposals.
1t recommended that aviation assets in airborne, infantry and armored divisions:
be consolidated within their respective division to form an organic aviation
company} and, second, it rocomﬁondod the formation of an Army Aviation Corps.
Although neither of these proposals were carried, they did establish the frame-
work for future organizational considerations., In a third study, the US Army
Field Forces Board determined that the decentralized organization of Army

Aviation as it existed was uneconomical and inefficieat.(3]

On 2 Octaober 1931, with the signing of a joint service *Memorandum of
Understanding®, Secretary Pace succeeded in redefining the missions and
functions of Army Aviation to ensure that his service could employ aircraft
necessary for its own requirements without infringing upon functions assigned
to the Air Force. Army Aviation was to operate as "an integral part of its
component for the purpose of expediting and improving combat and logistical
procedures within the combat zone." it was restricted from duplicating the
functions of the Air Force in providing tactical reconnaissance, close air sup-~

port, aerial photography, interdiction, and assault transport,(4]
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In 19352, Army Aviation entered a period of rapid expansion. By the end
of 1954, the aviation program had assumed the form that it would retain until
the development of the airmobility concept in the early 1940’s. The need for
additional clarification of the Army and Air Force viewpoints on Army Aviation
required intercession by the service secretaries again. On 4 November 1932, &
second "Memorandum of Understanding® was concluded by the Army and Air Force
which superseded the agreement reached Just thirteen months previous. Although
favoring the Arny’s point of view, it re-imposed weight restrictions on fixed-
wing nircra*t; while retaining the functional definition for helicopters. A
feature of this latest memorandum was the clear delineation made between the
functions allocated to Army Aviation and thase performed by the Air Force.
Asrial transport of supplies, personnel, and equipment within the combat zone
became the primary function of Army Aviation. The boundaries delinesating the
‘combat zone" were extended out to a distance of 7?5 miles in depth from either

side of the line of contact.[S]

Born out of the improvisations of World War 11, Army Aviation expanded
its role from artillery observation and liaison-courier flights to encompass
aerial battlefield transport and emergency medical evacuation. Examination of
historical records of the waning days of 1933, reveal that the helicopter was a
Key factor in the sudden expansion of Army Aviation. As concluded by the Army
Field Forces Review in 1953, the assignment of aviation assets to using units
within US Army divisions was the best means of assuring that a unit commander
retained operational control over these limited resources. Nevertheless, thoie
who saw heliborne maneuver units as the "new wave of the future" continued to

be subjected to the “"repression campaign” being conducted by the Air Force.




THE DEVELOPMENTAL YEARS: 1934 - 19462,

Following the Korean War a series of strategic decisions were presented,
Known collectively as the "New Look®. The basic premise for this policy was
defined by John Foster Dulles, Secretary of State, in his "massive retaliation®
speech of 12 January 1954.[41 For the Army, this policy meant that both men
and money would be hard to comeby, thus neutralizing the development of new
missions and tactical concepts. Rapid advances in technalogy and implications
of the use tactical nuclesr weapons required a more flexible orgarization than
was possible with the triangular divisions which had bean used in World War I1
and Korea. A primary considercation in the design of new divisions was that any
massing of troops or units during atomic operations would be disastercus. New
units would have to be powerful, self-sustaining, and small; success in combat
would depend upon devastating ¢irepower, rapid and efficient communications,

and a high degree of mobility.(7]

Directed by the Army Chief of Stafé, General Matthew B. Ridgway, a study
was initiated in April 1954, to improve the combat-to-service support manpower
ratio. The immediate problem was to develop organizational concepts that would
permit formation of combat units with increased mobility and less vulnerability

to atomic attack. Known as the “Atomic Field Army-1 19548" (ATFA-1), this study

coincided with paralliel research being performed by a John Hopkins University
team. It was one of many studies provided that assisted in the preparation of
the *"Pentagonal Atomic - Nonatomic Army® (PENTANA) study. The universal-type
PENTANA division would contain five integrated combat groups, a general support
artillery battalion, and other combat support and combat service support units,
From this study emerged the PENTOMIC divisions, the 101st Airborne Division

being the first unit to reorganize under this concept in November 1934.08]
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During the Korean conflict, divisions found it necessary to consolidate
their seperate aviation sections into provisional aviation companies, These
provisional units provided supervision and control of aircraft maintenance and
supply, coordinated and controlled aircraft use, and developed and implemented

an integrated retraining program. US Army aviation elements were consolidated

Y
y into company-size 4nits at division, corps, and army levels. Although the )
:h consolidation of aviation assets into company-size units greatly improved the
%é utilization of Army atrcratt, the necessity for other programs became apparent. ’
These orgarizational changes did not always provide the inmediate aviation
.- support previously enjoyed by certain elements of the division., To a great ;ﬁ
Ei extent this problem wae aggravated by excessive maintenance requirements and E%}
X the inadequate allocation of aviation resources, The need for continuous :j::
aviaticn support quickly ovtstripped the availability of assets. New studies &TE
indicated that divisions could.mako full use of from 90 to 100 aircratt, ﬁ;é
including 20 organic transport helicopters.[(91] Eéé
% 1t was during the early stages of that same decade that the Army began to ;:kl
- realize that helicopters offered the possibility of providing a more versatile, ﬁﬁﬁ
ii £1ying weapons-platform. As early as 1934, Colonel Jay D. Vanderpool, Chief of ;:?
'Ez Combat Developments, US Army Aviation School, was pioneering armed helicopter Ei?i
: operations. However, this conceptual use of Army aircraft on the battiefield ;f%
. for mobiiity and aerial firs support revived the controversy with the Air Force ::?
;§ over responsibilities and missions of Army Aviation., On 4 Septamber 1954, the F%gﬁ
E: Army Chief of Staff, General Ridgway, directed that an extensive review of the ' §{§
| Army Aviation Program be conducted as a first step in preparing a comprehensive E;ﬁ
Army Aviation Plan. In response to General Ridgwar’s directive and in spite of Ei:
. vehement opposition by the Air Force, Colonel Vanderpool provided the framework ?Z::
_i: for three significant developments: EE:
N "




1) the creation of a provisional "Sky Cavalry” Platoon, which evolved
into the Aerial Combat Reconnaissance Platoon {the predecessor of the Air

Cavalry Troop);

4 2) the preliminary development of a "flying tank destroyer"; and,
3) the conceptualization of an "Armair* Brigade and Division, which

would become the air cavalry combat brigade and the airmobile division.[10]

In April 1934, concurrent with the development of the PENTOMIC division,
Major General James M. Gavin, the Army Staff{ G-3, published an article in
Harper’s M™Magazine entitied *Cavairy, And 1 Don’t Mean Horses", which was to
have a profound effect on military thinking during the next few years. General
Gavin stated that armor was not sufficiently mobile to properly execute the
missions associated with cavafry. To achieve the required mobility on the

‘modern’ battlefield, General Gavin advocated a new type of cavalry:

*l mean helicopters and light aircraft, to lift soldiers
armed with automatic weapons and hand-carried antitank
weapons, and also lightweight reconnaissance vehicles,
mounting antitank weapons . , .

*Today, even a most casual awareness of the historical
lesson should suggest that in ground combat the mobility
differential we tack will be found in the air vehicle,
Fully combined with the armored division, it would give
us real mobility and momentum.* (111
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In the next few years, three distinct versions of "SKy Cavalry" emerged.
The Intelligence Corps visualized *sky cavalry® in a completely passive target

acquisition role, using such devices as infrared sensors, radar and television.

The Armor Center dev(loped a "sKy cav® concept which provided for augmentation
of existing division armored reconnaissance battalions with a light helicopter f,:ﬁ

company and a few fixed-wing aircraft, The armored division’s "sky cavalry"

ol
would provide an additional means for gathering combat intelligence through if:{
aerial surveillance, observation, and reconnaissance. The Aviation Echool’s e

N
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L version of "sky cavalry® was to be a completely airmobile, fast moving, hard
hitting, flexible means of searching cut and fixing the enemy and of performing

the traditional cavalry missions at an accelerated rate.(12])

(N1
PRy

1t wus the Armor Center’s "Sky Cavalry"version that was field-tested in
Lovisiana, from 31 October to 15 December 1985, during Exercise SAGEBRUSH, the

largest exercise conducted in the continental United States since World War 11,

S ElE S

As a result of problems encountered, it was recommended that "Sky Cav® units -
not be used to replace or becoms components of the mechanized reconnaissance

= units of divisions, corps, and field armies.[13] Undaunted by these initial

failures, in early 1954, Major General Hamilton H. Howze formulated his

operational concept of "airmobility." Influenced by Gavin’s "sky cavalry*

O el NN

concepy and the demonstrated potential of armed helicaopters, General Howze,
Director of Army Aviation, described "airmobility® in the following manner:
“In the more distant future looms the probability of large,

completely airmobile units - sky cavalry. The possibilities
for its employment in the fluid phase of the ground struggle

IR

:ﬁ excite the imagination: as covering forces operating in

- front of heavier ground elements, protecting long, vulnerable

" flanks of the main forces of the field army, striking enemy

st formations from unexpected directions with maximum surprise.

o We are just beginning to investigate these ideas, haltingly

S and with some trepidation, but with hope.® (141

i?f Subsequent attempts to nurture the fledgling Army Aviation Development Program
:1 were subjected to an additional curtailment by the issuance of a third Joint
gi memorandum, which focused on redefining the Army and Air Force areas of

W

:3: responsibility. On 24 November 1936, Charles E, Wilson, Secretary of Defense,
— stipulated new restrictions on fixed-wing and rotary~wing aircraft.(13)

X

!

Despite herculean efforts by some staff planners, the "Sky Cav" concapt

>

>
ia

was further nullified by the SKY CAV 11 troop tests, conducted in the Louisiana
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Maneuver Area from & - 16 May 1957, hence referred to as Exercise SLEDGEHAMMER.
The test’s final report was extremely critical of the “sky cavalry® concept and
concluded that the divisional ‘recon’ squadron could neither operationally nor
logistically support it. 1In spite of these setbacks, and against overwhelming
opposition by the Air Forze, the Fort Rucker version of "SKky Cavalry® was soon
rodo:ignatod.ts an Aerial Combat Reconnaissance Platoon; and, on 24 March 1958,

the platoon was expanded to a full company-size unit.

With an eye cast towards French helicopter operations in North Africa,
General Howze continued to campaign for an expanded role for Army Aviation on
the battiefield. On 135 November 19357, the US Army Aviation Schoel published
its final report entitled "Operational and Organizational Concepts for the
1938-1943 Armair Brigade," This new conceptual organization was a» expanded
version of the "SKy Cav® unit and provided for a completely airmobile combined
arms organization with the capability for sustained operations. The “Armair"
Bridado'; advantages of flexibility, faster reaction time, high mobility, and

direct fire support ware offset by maintenance and logistical deficiencies and

the high vulnerability of aircraft to enemy small arms fire and weather,

“Ai though the Armair Brigade proposal never received the
troop test and evaluation necessary to properly evaluate
and develop the concept, the study is significant in the
history of Army Aviation. In this 1954 study appear many
of the concepts that were to be fully developed in the
air assault division tests znd organization of the
airmobile division in the 1940‘s and the development of
the air cavalry combat brigade in the 19707s."[14]

On 13 December 1997, General Howze proposed to the Continental Army Com-

mander, General Wyman, a concept for establishing an armed helicopter unit at

Fort Bragg, North Carolina. This provisional unit would be designated an “air

cavalry squadron® and would be considerably less than an infantry battalion in !f .
personnel strength, In forwarding his recommendation to the Department of the
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Airmy, General Wyman wont further to suggest that an "aerial infantry battalion®
be activated at Fort Benning, Georgia. Its mission would be to validate the
use of armed helicopters in close coordination with assault aircraft, and to
develop organizational data, tactics, and techniques of employment for these
two complementary forces.{17] Consequently, on 2 July 1938, the Department of
the Army requested US COntinont;l Army Command (CONARC) to prepare a study that
would develop initial concepts for employment of Army aircraft in conjunction
wi th ground coﬁbat forces during the period, 1958-1970. In summary, the study
group concluded that aircraft with a suppressive fire capability could be
employed to increase the mobility of ground forces. 1t also recommended that
an aerial combat reconnaissance platoon be included in the cavalry squadrons of
infantry and armored divisions and that an aerial! combat reconnaissance company

be organic to the corps armored cavalry regiment.[18]

Concurrent with the "Air Cavalry"® studies, on 22 July 1939, CONARC sent
the Army Aviation School a study directive for aerial vehicie weapon systems
requirements for use on Army aircraft in the 1940 to 1945 time frame. This
evalyation process was to consider six missions: aarial combat reconnaissance,
aerial tactical troop movenent, anti-personnel, anti-tank, anti-material, and
defense 2gainst low performance aircraft. The "Army Aerial Vehicle Weapons
Systems Requirements Study" was approved by Department of the Army in Decembe-
1939, marking the 4irst appraval for standard armament on Army helicopters.
This development was to completely change the orientation of Army Aviation.
Previously limited to a role of logistical support and aerial observation, the

emphasis had shifted to combat operations.[19)

In October 19359, Lieutenant General Arthur G. Trudeau, US Army Chief of

Research and Development, i itiated the Army’s Aircratt Development Plan. To
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implement his plan, General Trudeau prepared three broad development objectives

which were referred to as ‘Army Study Requirements.® They were designed to

i enable civilian aviation industries to explore technical approaches to meet the
E Army‘s regquirements. Subsequently, on 15 January 1940, the Army Chief of Statf
E established the Arny Aircraft Requirements Rev »w Board, chaired by Lieutenant
i . General Gordon B. Rogers, the Deputy Commanding General of the Continental Army

Conmand, to manage the Aviation Development Plan and toc review the industries’

proposals. This effort was significant in that it was the first time that most

i major aircraft companies took official notice of the aviatior potential within
iz the Army.{20]1 The Rogers Board discussed the battlefield roles and missions of :if.
;{ Army aviation, conducted assessments, and outlined plans for improvements that EEE
;z involved three retated categories. First, they made recommendations regarding gzi
Sé the classification of aircraft into three categories: observation, transport, %?ﬁ
ES and surveillance. Next, they recommended that a policy be established whereby ;:ﬁ
= each model of aircraft would be replaced at least every ten vears, or sooner if ;ij
warranted by operatiunal requirements or technical advances. Finally, it was &f:
recomnended that an indepth study be prepared to determine whethar the conccpt' fégj
of "air fighting” units was practical. In summary, the Rogers Board provided Eis
essential quidance for the development and procurement of aviation materiel and %Tg
for personnel planning for the future.{21] i;i
The decision to shift emphasis in the Department of Defense from nuclear FZ
to non-nuclear warfare during the spring of 1941 led to the abandonment of the %ﬁ
PENTOMIC organization. The US Continental Army Command had been directed, in §g
December 1940, to undertake yet another study to develop an optimum infantry, ;j
mechanized infantry, and armored division organization for the period, 1941 to Eg
1965. This new study, "Reorganization Objective Army Division (ROAD) 1965, éi
was submitted to Department of the Army on the first of March 1941, and was S?
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approved by General George H. Decker, the Army Chieé of Staff, one month later.
Shortly thereaftter, Secretary of the Army Elvis J. Stahr, Jr., recommended the
abandonment of the PENTOMIC organization and the adoption of the ROAD concept.

Following approval by the President, the conversion began in early 19462,(22]

The Jnonac-7u Study," an extension of the ROAD Study, emphasized corps and
field army organizations and rcstru;turod the corps aviation elements and the
field army aviation transportation units into their respective aviation groups.
Surveillance and drone aircraft were organized into a surveillance company at

corps level and into a surveillance squadron at field army. Noteworthy was the

formation of two new arganizations that were added to the corps aviation group:.

a tactical aviation battalion and an airmobile battalion,(23}

Ihe Howze Boards

Secretary of Defense Robert S. McNamara issued a memorandum on 19 April
1962, directing the Army to reexamine and re-evaluats its requirements for land
warfare mobility through 1975, placing particular emphasis on greater use of
air vehicles. He believed that the Army’s predicted regquirements were
inadequate and insufficient in every category of aircraft, Secretary McNamara
felt that the Army’s staled requirements fell short of meeting even existing
contingencies despite thao planned use of obsolescent airframes. The Army Chief
of Staff delegated the overall responsibility and direction for this project to
General Herbert B, Powell, US Continental Army Commander, who in turn appointed
Lieutenant General Hamiiton H. Howze as the study chairman. During the entire
study, General Howze continued to act in his routine capacity as the Commanding
General, US Strategic Army Corps (STRAC), and as the Commanding General, XVI1I

Airborne Corps and Fort Bragg.(24)
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The US Army Tactical Mobility Requirements Board, otherwise Known as the
Howze Board, sought new ways and means of freeing the ground soldier from the
restrictions of battlefinld movement by replacing conventional ground tr;ns-
portation with aircraft in as many cases as possible. The results of three
Targe-scale tests (STEW-42, KILL QUICK-42, and PUSAN-42) indicated that Army
aircraft could enhance combat effectiveness in both conventional and counter-
guerrilia warfare. As stated by Lieutenant General John J. Toison, and others:

*The most significant major activity of the Board
throughout its deliberations was the investigation,
testing, and evaluation of the organizational and
operational concepts of airmobility."1(23)
Perhaps influenced as much by the strategic policy of "flexible response”
and volatile foreign affairs in Western Europe ¢most notably the Berlin Crisis)

as by the gradual ssacalation of US military involvemant in Southeast Asia, the

Howze Board submitted its final report on 20 August 1962. After analyzing flve
separate plans for force modernization, the Howze Board selected Alternative 3,
This progran recommended an increase in the number of aircraft organic to ROAD
divisions and called for the creation of an air assault division, an aviation
brigade for each corps, field army air transport brigades, and an army=level
alr cavalry combat brigade. It also proposed the creation of a special warfare
aviation brigade and further reconmended the increased use of aviation warrant
officers and a quantitative/qualitative Army aviation personne! improvement
program. The air assault division would provide an enhanced and more rapid
reconnaissance capability, increased mobility, a more flexible and responsive
fire support capability, and an improved system of logistical resupply and
force sustainment. It could be quickly tailored and deployed to meet global
requirements, such as a "show-of-force,® mobile defence, civic action,and

nation building projects.[24]
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Summary:

In retrospect, this period in Army Aviation history was characterized by
the expanding tactical use of Army aviation as reflected in the organizations
of the combat field eloments. As Army divisions evolved from their triangular
organization of World War Il and Korea, through the ATFA-1/PENTANA concept and
PENTOMIC divisions, and finally into the ROAD divisions, the aviation component
in the division structure steadily increased. In addition to this expansion,
aviation units were created in response to tochnologlca} improvements and new
employment concepts. Army Aviation stood poised, ready to enter a new era in
aerial and land warfare. By early 1962, all the ingredients needed to glve the

Army an airmobility capability had been assembied.

THE EXPANCION YEARS: 1962 - 1923,

The decade of the Sixties was marked by the restructuring of the Army into
ROAD divisions and the incorporating of related modifications in doctrine and
tactics. Mititary formations required greater dispersion, and employments were
alony broader frontages. As the concepts of "area* and "mobile” defense took

root, the offense was no ionger considered the primary means of destroying the

. effectiveness and organization of the enemy’s forces. Doctrine oriented on the

attrition of enemy forces rather than on maneuver, especially in the context of
a European scenario. America’s "mass and firepower through mobility” doctrine
lent itself to Vittle modification as S forces became more grossiy entangled
in the web of political and military intervention in Southeast Asia. Organi-
zations originally designed for a mid-intensity NATO battlefield were thrust
into the jungled, counter-insurgent arena of Vietnam, Laos, and Cambodia. The
employment of massive firepower became the dominant characteristic of US Army

tactical operations.
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parallel tracks. On the one hand, the air assault concept was taking shape,

‘j Following General Maxweil D. Taylar’s Southeast Asian "situation survey"® ' &T;
~§ in early 1941, President John F. Kennedy approved recommendations made by his ;zﬁﬂ
; personal military advisor and took steps to increase United States involvement i&i}
'3 in Vietnam, Laos, Thailand, and Cambodia. Knowledge that the infrastructure &;ﬁ
§ was inadequate to support military, political, and economic operations resylted :Eié
& . in the dispatching of US Army helicopter units, of which the first arrived in géz
%5 Saigon port aboard the aircraft carrier USNS CORD on 11 December 1941. This &?ﬁ
éf decision would mark the first step in a series of escalatory actions that would gﬁ%
i' cause the Southeast Asian umbrella to overshadow military doctrine, tactics, %;5
;i and equipment developments throughout the next decade.(27] E;;

B8y Fehruary 1943, Army Aviation development had assumed two separate but EEE

o
-

with the activation of a test air assault division at Fort Benning, Georgia.
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:;i ' Concurrently, new developments in zircraft capabilities and mission assign-

ments further agitated an already strained relationship between the Army and

o Air Force ccncerning close air support or CAS. For clarity, these two develop- ;ﬁ
ments will be examined independently rather than in chronological sequence,[28] j;
o -
. N " W
.\; ...:
¥ Qi Aspavlt/aicmobility Develoomentsi
T o
On 7 January 1943, the Army’s Deputy Chief of Statf for Operations issued ;}
jij an initial plan for the organization, training, and testing of an air assault -
oo i
AN division and an air transport brigade. Just five weeks iater, on 1S February, i
» ": ) :"','
-~ companies and battalions were being activated which would form the nucleus for ﬁ
O E
%:é the 10th Air Transport Brigade, commanded by Calonel Delbert L. Bristol, and -
i s
: :C{ the 11th Air Assault Division, commanded by Brigadier General Harey W. Kinnard, N
. "Q \
Tay N
- By May, limited testing was being conducted by both units. Within a year, the E
,:;; airmobility idea had matured sufficientiy for the Army to conduct feasibility v
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. S 29 X
o
':‘J s

CC R T T e T TP

. A e W e a0 P a® i W MR Tt L sy e,
PPN M L} -

e e Ca o K e T e e e
A a0 e, s \ g 2 X ;
" e N AN A AT AT SN

4




tests to determine air assault capabilities for al) standard Army units. Later

ELPRE U N

PR N

that same ycar, when comparing the capabilities of the air assaylt division to
L those of an air transportable infartry divieion, Genera) Harold K. Johnson, the
. Chief of Statf of the Army,, would remarks

"1 had the rare privilege of seeing the i1th Air Assavlt

; Division one week and the other concept at the early part of

“/ the following week, and I would make a comparison of perhaps

. a gazelle and an elephant. The two are not comparable."[29]

Upon completion of the °*Performance Effectiveness Comparison of the Air
i Assault Division with the ROAD and Other Proposed Divisions" by the Planning

v Research Corporation the “Aviation Requirements for the Combat Structure of the

Aray (ARCSA [) Study®" in March 1945, a tentative decision was made to convert

PR

the 11th Air Assault Division to an approved-TOE force authorization.I{30] On
¥ 1 July 1945, at Fort Benning, Georgia, the combined eluments of the f1th Air
? Assault Division and the 2nd Infantey Division were redesignated as the 1st
i Cavalry Division (Airmobile). The 1st Cavalry Division, stationed in the
i Republic of Kores, was redesignated as the 2nd Infantry Division. Within two
% months, the newly activated airmobile division would be field-tested under

actual combat conditions in the Republic of Vietnam.[31]

America’s role during the next seven years in Vietnam resulted in the

stagnation of doctrinal thought involving the employment of Army aviation,

SIS

although, tactically, the United States made a quantum leap in the application
of massive combat power. Strategically and politically, the war in Vietnam was
a gigantic mobile defense. However, on the tactical level it was typified by
offensive "search and destroy" techniques aimed at regional pacification while
combating an elusive counterinsurgent. Allied efforts were typically multi-

directional and non-linear, with the preponderance of resources devoted largely

TR A A2 IS AT Tt

to brigade, battalion, and company size operations. The North Vietnamese and
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Viet Cong ability to operate at night under the concealment of darkness often
- served to nullify an overwheiming firepowe~ advantage of American combat units.
For the Americans and South Vietnamese, combat was primarily attrition-oriented
due to the enemy’s own superior mobility and his great unpredictability, which
«often frustrated Allied efforts, Operatively, their energies were focused on
"finding, fixing, fighting, and finishing" the enemy.[32) In the words of the
United States Army’s Field Forces Commander, BGeneral William C. Westmoreland:
*During 1964, airmobile opecations came of age. A1l maneuver
battalions became skilled in the use of the helicopter for

tactical transportation to achieve surprise and outmaneuver
the enemy."133]

Tactically, Army aviation achieved new dimensions. The OV~1 "Mohawk", a
reconnaissance and surveillance aircraft, doubled in a close air support role
with rocket pods and bomb rails mounted under each wing., The assault support
medium 1ift CH-47 was nndlfioq to perform as a “bomber®, a *flying tank", and
a8 a "Bo-0o Bird", armed with twin 20mm Gatling guns, a 40mm grenade launcher,
and a .30 caliber machinegun, On 1 September 1947, the first Aﬂ—la *Cobra"
arrived in Vietnam, thus optimizing the requirement for an integrated aerial

fire support system.

The second Army-wide aviation review was completed on 28 March 1947. The

*Aviation Requirements for the Combat Structure of the Army Il (ARCSA II) Final

Report®” became a cornerstone for the ARMY 70 Concept Program. A number of

.
i
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shortcomings in existing and proposed aviation force designs were identified.

»
3
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Additionally, the study also addressed the disposition of the AH-1 (once the

AH-34 "Cheyenne" was fielded), stating that it would be designated as the next

follow-on scout aircra$t. Emphasis was placed on organic, rather than pooled,
aircraft allocations. Significantly, it further recognized the need for anti- e
armor combined arms teams,[34]
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Shortly afgor the pubiication of the ARCSA I1 Study, the US Army Aviation
School hosted the 1948 Army Aviation Instructors Conference. This group was
selected to determine the optimum mix of aircratt to support each of five farce
models through the use of division-level gaming techniques. The significance
of this conference was twofold. First, the methodology used in examining the
requirements was unique, dividing aviation missions into three categories:
combat, combat support, and combat service support. It went on to define each .
task, estimated the total number of taske to be performed, and determined the
percentage of the total number of occurrences for each task. Second, and of

greater importance, was the demonstrated requirement for an increase in the

. total number of aircraft organic to sach division over that recommended by the

ARCSA 11 Study. The recommendations made by the committee provided a departure

" point for the “"Aviation ‘7%-Basic Derivative Study.®*(35)

The anti-armor requirement for armed helicopters went unheeded for almost
fifteen years, until Operation LAMSON 719. American and Vistnamese thrusts in
to Laos, which began on 8 February 1971, narkod.tho first allied encounter of
Soviet-byilt armor in the Southeast Asian war. Describing the limitations of
the then~current armed helicopter against the PT-76, an armored reconnaisance
vehicle, Brigadier General Sidney B. Berry, Jr., Assistant Division Commander

for Operations, 101st Airborne Division {Airmobile), continued to remark!

*We now need tank-defeating armed helicopters . . .
1 am absolutely convinced that the US Army must fleld
immediately an armed helicopter with an effective
tank=Killing cupability.?34]

In the latter yaars of America’s involvement in Vietnam, there were

enough aviation assets available to satisfy almost every rcduiromont for

airmobility, as svidenced in the 1st Aviation Brigade, which, as of 31 July
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1968, reached a strength of 23,181 men. The personnel were formed into four
aviation groups of fourteen combat aviation battalions, three air cavalry

squadrons and a separate aviation battalion.

Anerica’s withdrawal from the mobile war of Southeast Asis was punctuated
by the mediocre pursuit of alternative aviation organizations. The 1st Cavalry
Division, stationed at Fort Hood, Texas, would reorganize its 2nd Brigade into
an air cavalry combat brigade and test that concept along with the conceptual
triple=capability (TRICAP) division. By September 1973, the TRICAP concept was

dead, but the air cavalry combat brigade would survive for another decade.(37]

The Close Air Support Issuet

The dispute between the Army and Air Force over responsibility for close
alp suppbrt was rejuvenated by the creation of the ROAD divisions in the mid-
1940’8, Increased concern was expressed by senior members of the Air Force
Stafé, who objected to the Army‘s expanding reliance on und acquisition of
rotary-wing aircraft. Their primary objection concerning the Army’s concept of
"air mobility® was one of possession and contfol of close air support assets.
Responding to the sensitivity of this issue, Secretary of Defense Robert S,
McNamara directed that a joint Army and Air Force Close Air Support Board be
established as a measure towards reconciliation. This renewed *confrontation®
was directly attributable to Secretary McNamara’s six-point memorandum of April
1962. 1In it, he chastiged {he Army for not being innovative and for being teo
conservative in its conceptual employment of helicopters on the battlefielid.
Nevertheless, it served to demonstrate McNamara’s insight into organizational
and doctrinal changes which would be forthcoming as a resuit of technological

advancements.{38]
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Study was completed during August 1963, receiving an endorsement from Secretary

Upon reviewing the findings of the Close Air Support Board, the Chief of
Statf of the Army reiterated that the Army was not seeking to assume the close
air support mission of the Air Force, but was sookiﬁg renewed assurances‘that
ground maneuver forces would receive responsive and effective close air support
whenever and wherever needed. For the Army Chief of Staff, historical evidence
supported the proposition that the Air Force had been neither willing nor iblo
to provide adequate close air support because cther missions, such as counter-
air and interdiction, had assumed a higher priority. lronically, the Chief of
Staff of the Army nonconcurred with the Board’s recommendation for a single-

mission Air Force aircraft dedicated to the close air support mission when he

forwarded his comments to the Secretary of the Army. [39)

Secretary of the Army Cyrus Vance directed that a special Army study
group be formed to further investigate the close air support issue and to
develop an Army position on the tactical employment of helicopters. Under the

direction of Lieutenant General Dwight Beach, "The Army and Aviation® (TAAR)

Vance:s

* ¢ « « the integration of aviation in the ground environment
is a logical step in the evolution of mobility. A1l aviation
that operates continually in the ground soidier’s environment
should be responsive to his immediate command and should
therefore be orgQanic to the Army.* [40])

His comments incorporated the philosophy that armed helicopters should be an
asset organic to and controlled by the maneuver commander. On 14 October,
General Earle 8. uhcol;r, the Army Chief of Staff, followed Secretary Vance’s
leadership with a letter to all major US Army commands stating that units from
the other services would conduct "close air support” with aircraft that could

deliver large volumes of ordnance. Accordingly, Army aircraft would conduct
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“aerial fire support’ with assets capable of delivering "discriminatory®
firepower in clase proximity to ground combat forces. Central to General
Wheeler’s thesis was the concept that Army aviation was simply an extension

into the air of those functions that were intrinsic to land warfare. [411]

In April 1944, as tensions grew over the close air support issue, the Army
and Air Force Chiefs of Staféf attempted to resolve their differences by signing
into effect a joint resolution., The major provisions were: 1) the Army would
surrender its fixed- wing, intra-theater airlift assets and missions; 2) the
Air Force agreed not to pursue the control of all helicopteirs designed and
operated for intra-theater transport, fire support, and resupply of Army units;
3) both services would jointly pursue research and development of a vertical/
short fieid takeoff and landing aircraft (V/STOL). This conciliatory gesture
was rendered obsolete when Secretary of Defense Secretary McNamara made the
decision tc procure the AH-34A. With an airspeed in excess of 200 knots and
mounting a sophisticated weapons system, the “"Cheyenne® was considered by the
Army to be an enhanced armed helicopter, whereas the Air Force purported that

it was a vonorabf., new "close air support" system.(42]

Howevar, the AAFSS Project seemed plagued from the beginning. On 12 March
1969, the program suffered one in 2 series of major setbacks as a result of a
fatal test flight. Compounded by financial constraints which precluded major
program corrections, this event lead to the termination of the contract with
Lackheed for default on 19 May 1969. However, Sikorsky and Bell Kept the AAFSS
program alive for two more years with the subnission of their respective proto-
types for Army evaluation. Nonetheless, neither the Sikorsky S-47 "Black Hawk"
nor the Bell *King Cobra® would prove reliable enough to preclude the program’s

termination on 9 August 197z, Consequently, the Army announced its redesigned

35




Advanced Attack Helicopter (AAH) Program on 17 August 1972} it would culminate

in the fielding of the Hughes AH-44A “"Apache” almost eleven years later.[43]

Regardliess of the functional capabilities, ordnance packages, design, or
speed of any given aerial platform, the close air support issue has persisted
through the decades, even to the present. No lasting solution has been reached
as each party grapples with concepts and terminology that serves to fortify the
other’s point of view. Analysis indicates that seemingly littie importance has
been given to the elements of responsiveness, engagement results or command and
controlj service parochialism has pervaded the issue and, in all probability,

will continue to do so.

Summary:

The expansion of Army Aviation during the decade of the Sixties was both
horizontal and vertical. The very inspiration for this growth was articuiated
in the McNamara Memorandum of 1% Apiril 1962, which prompted the formation of
the Howze Board. To the dedication and perseverance of just a2 few men, we
credit the conceptual design for the air transport brigade, the air cavalry
combat brigade, and the air assault division. On the mid-intensity European
battlefield, Army avjation would provide fire support, reconnaissance and
surveillance, logistical resupply, emergency medical evacuation, and the
elements of surprise, flexibility, and mobility. A few men 1ike Hamilton Howze
and Harry Kinnard onQisionod Army aviation as something more than just a combat
support field service providing firepower augmentation to the ground maneuver
commander. These visionaries saw aviation as a versatile maneuver arm that
could be emploved in harmonious synchronization with armored, infantry, and
mechanized forces to enhance the operational commander’s overall plan or scheme

of maneuver. It was on the battliefields of Southeast Asia where “air mobility"
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would be combat-tested, however. In harsh reality, as that conflict drew to a
close, so did the ning; of many of the doctrinal thinkers, as few could foresee
any significant roie for "air mobile" divisions in the future. To a degree,
their mindset would be reinforced by the events of the next year in the desert

sands of tho Sinai.

E 23 -

Ay early as 1948, with a declared policy of systematic withdrawal from
Southeast Asia, US military doctrinalists began shifting their focus back to
the plains of Central Europs. In response to the requirement for an extremely
accurate, high rate of fire, mobile anti-tank weapons system, force designers
placated tacticians by introducing the TOW-firing attack helicopter (a concept
that would receive only limited validation testing in Vietnam, Cambodia, and
Laos almost three years later). Attrition-oriented force structure models
required the massing of attack helicopter fires with those of the infantry
anti-tank forces, armor, and precision munitions to defeat a Warsaw Pact
armored thrust. This concept of an anti-armor heliborne force had originated
in the minds of Colonel Vanderpool and his associates fifteen yrars previous
and would become the focal point around which doctrine, tactics, and materiel

development plans would gravitate for the next ten years,

T rab- i r 7

Consequently, proponents of anti-armor attack helicopters were subjected
to a major dilemma in October 19733 the issue of vulnerability weighed heavily
sgainst the attributes of firepower and mobility. The War of Atonement, or Yom
Kippur War, established a new combat power equation with the proliferation of

sophisticated air defense weapons systems on the battiefield. Coupled with the

extensive use of anti-tank guided missiles, the new precision munitions nearly
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eliminated the heretofore battlefield dominators, the jet fighter and the tank.
Comparatively, only the Battle of Kursk, on the Eastern Front during the Second
World War, approached the tremendous loss ratio experienced with tanks in such
a short period. Concurrentiy, the employment of mobile air defense sysiems,
such as the 2SU-23-4, the SA-4 "Gainful®, and the SA~7 "Strela” or "Grail®,

presupposed certain destruction for heliborne maneuver forces.

Large~scale helicopter operations were never successfully conducted out
from under the safety of the local air defense “umbrella.® For the most part,
helicopter operations were limited to liaison and courier flights, resupply,
recovery and rescue operations, and emergency medical evacuation., A marginal
effort at helicopter patrolling was exerted by both the Egrptians and lsraelis
on their ~espective side of the Suez Canal. Only a single 2irmobile operation

met with any success: a four-ship helibarne insertion of Syrian commandos onto

- Mount Hermon, in the Golan Heights, at the initiation of Operation BADR. Sub-

sequent attempts, such as the planned Egyptian attacks on Sharm-El-Sheikh and

Balzna, resulted in the catastrophic loss of both men and aircraft.(44])

Returning to the United States from the Middie East where he had been an
observer, General William E. DePuy, Commanding General, US Army Training and
Doctrine Command, pronounced his "See~Hit-Kill® axiom with respect to weapons
lethality. But, it was his conclusions drawn with regard to expanding the role
of Army Aviation that served to produce an apparent paradox. First, it was
noted that the Israeli Army did not get the close air support that it wanted or
needed from their dual purpose Air Force aircraft: 1less than ten percent of
the total air sorties flown were in a close air support role. And, second, it
was concluded that, whether defending or attacKking, mobility and maneuver were

paramcunt to success. As stated by General DePuy:
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“To win when fighting outnumbered, it is necessary to

concentrate forces at the critical point and at the

critical time on the battlefield . . .* (48]
The helicopter provided lateral and in-depth movement across the battiefield
and a highly mobile, versatile weapons platform. As deduced by General DePuy,
there were three essential slements to success: firepower, shock effect, and

mobility. Anad, an integrated combined arms team, with the attack helicopter as

the cornerstone, provided those ingredients.[44]

r £ nal

In the mid-1970’s, it became clear that the ROAD organizations, despite
modernization including stronger armor components, could no longer efficiently
harness the combat power of the existing and near to mid-term future weanonry.
Seizing the initiative, the Modern Army Selected Systems Tcst: Evaluation, and
Review Activity (MASSTER) began a series of tests at Fort Hood, Texas, to
invesiigate and compare various organizational and operational concepts for an
attack helicopter squadron and an air cavalry combat brigade. The nucleus for
these tests was formed by the 2nd Brigade, l;t Cavalry Division {(Airmobile),
recently returned from Vietnam. Although the recommendation for arganic
infantry was not favorably considered, the resulting organization would
dominate the helicopter community for the next seven years. [t was triangular
in configuration; the *attack platoon® was the base unit with four OH-38
“scout” and seven AH-1 "attack® aircraft in each. Each attack helicopter
company was composed of three *attack platoons®; three attack companies formed
a battalion/squadron, and three attack squadrons formed the combat strength of
the air cavalry combat brigade. Within two years, the &th Air Cavalry Combat
Brigade (ACCB) was activated, consisting of two attack helicopter squadrons, an

air cavalry squadron, a combat support battalion, and a signal support company.
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In May 1979, the 6th Air Cavalry Combat Brigade was redesignated as 4th Cavalry
Brigade (Air Combat), or 4th CBAC. Constituting the US Army’s only operational
attack helicopter maneuver force, the 6th CBAC is scheduled for deactivation

within the next two vears.[47]

By 1974, eight years had elapsed since the Army had last conducted a
compreheansive study of its aviation requirements. Sensing the need for an
updated assessment, Department of the Army directed the "Aviation Raquirements
for the Combat Structure of the Army III®" (ARCSA I11) Study, which was paral-
leled by the US Army, Europe and Seventh Army "Aviation Reorganization Study."
Both analyses were initiated for the purpose of evaluvating and developing
requirements for an aviation force structure that would strengthen the combat
posture of Army aviation and integrate its tactical and logistical support
potential into the combined arms team. The primary consideration of both
studies was the most effective use of attack helicopters. Published in 1977,
these two studies concluded that an anti-armor helicopter force was more cost
effective than its related ground systems. Thay recommended increasing the
attack helicopter strength in each division by one company and forming a three-
company attack helicopter battalion for each US Army corps In Europe. Moreover,
the ARCSA 111 Study concluded that an enhanced attack helicopter capability was
needed to combat an increasing Warsaw Pact armored threat. Additionally, the
Combat Aviation Battalion concept, characterized by the pooling of divisional
aviation assets under one headquarters, was field-tested during REFORGER 75 and
Jater adopted Army-wide. The REFORBER 7?5 experience also demonstrated that

medium-1ift helicopter capabilities were in critical need-of extensive upgrade,

Heavy division medium=11§t requirements were assessed to be a minimum of two

sixteen-gship CH-47 helicopter companies.{48]




A Department of the Army Special Task Force was created to conduct a
follow-up study to the ARCSA 111 Study. Particuiar sttention was given to the
evaluation of logistical mission requirements. The April 1977 HELILOG Report,
"Helicopter Requirements to Support the Army Logistic Mission in Europe,”
recommended that medium-1ift helicopter capabilities be retained at corps, but
that a three-company medium-1ift helicopter battalion be formed for each corps:

each company would be organized into thres platoons of eight CH-47 helicopters.

Responding to the reconmendations of the ARCSA 111 and USAREUR studies,
the Office of the Secretary of Defense inquired into the possibie elimination
of divisional air cavalery troops in order to justify the recommended increase
in the number of attack helicopter companies. The rationals for their proposal
was that the attack helicopter company had clearly emerged as a more effective
*tank-Killer* than its air cavalry countarpart and fiscal constraints would not

permit the funding of both organizations. As a matter of priority, the USAREUR

commanders were willing to trade off the six organic air cavalery troops for the
proposed third attack helicopter :zompany and corps attack helicopter battalion.
However, the Army’s requirement for standardization effectively eliminated this
proposal. Even if adopted, the proposal would not have produced an operational

maneuver force for the corps.(49]

Two additional studies were completed in April 1979, that addressed issues
raised in the ARCSA III Study. The “"Attack Helicopter Organization® (ATHELO)
Study was commissioned to examine the combat effectiveness of attack helicopter
organizations, while the "Air/Ground Cavalry 1980-1983 Study" sought to analyze
the requirements for a cavalry organization in a mid-intensity, high threat,
European scenario. The ATHELO Study was initiated in October 1977, in response

to an inquiry made by the Office of the Secretary of Defense. The results of
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battie simulations using the CARMONETTE model reinforced arguments for existing
attack helicopter company organ!:ation.[&ﬂ] The Air/Brounq Cavalry Study
examined the conceptual requirement for cavalry organizations, the need for a
mix of air and ground components, and ths preferred balance of air and ground
components in a European environment. Both divisional and corps cavalry
organizational structures were evaluated according to a prnsciibod set of
battfield functions., Confirming the basic need for an organic cavalry unit at
both levels, the studr concluded that the optimum cavalry squadron should
consist of one air cavalry troop and three ground cavalry troops. The screen
mission was the only one of €ive standard battlefield operations that air
cavairy was considered capable of performing without ground cavalery support.
These studies had a direct impact on the decision-making process affecting the

‘Army of Excellence® force structure design.[51]

Defining the Army of 19861
Between April 1976 and March 1977, under the tutelage of General William

E. DePuy, US Army Training and Doctrine Command conducted its first division
restructuring study since implementing the ROAD organizations. However, upon
assuming command of TRADOC, General Donn A. étarrr expressed dissatisfaction
with the results of the study, stating that it had been done too quickly, by
too few peaple, on a basis of too little critical analysis. In August 1978,
with the US Army TRADOC Commander’s Conference scheduled to convene at the end
of the month, General Starry initiated development of an operational concept
for restructuring the Army, using the heavy division as the base organization,
For General Starry, the nost.crltlcal mission for the heavy corps and divisions
in the decades that 12y ahead was to carry out their offensive and defensive
tasks as part of a US commitment to Central Army Group (CENTAG) or Northern

Army Group (NORTHAG) within the North Atlantic Treaty Organization Alliance,
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The target year, 17846, was the year for which the best estimates of the Warsaw
Pact threat were available. It was also the year in which major new weapons
would be available in quantity to the US Field Forces. Force designers concen-
trated their focus on divisional operational concepts which were considered to
be the framework for organizational design and the medium for force structuring

trade-off analysis.[52]

The *Division Restructuring Evaluation,® conductid from December 1978 to
épril 1979, resulted in a proposed division combat aviation battalion strength
of 1,131 soldiers, a substantial increase over the previous authorized strength
of 432 personnel. An essential element for mission accomplishment was "target
servicing.® Force developers concluded that an infantry or armored battalion,
defending in the “breakthrough® area, would bo'confrontoq by 200 to 2350 targets
(tanks, armorod'porsonno! carriers, and self=propelled artillery) within the
first ten minutes of battle. Central to the design and development phase of an

enhanced maneuver force model was the combat power multiplier formula:

MOMENTUM = MASS + VELOCITY

Degrade Disrupt
(Reduction Factorsl Attrit Delay
Destroy Impede

For the heavy corps and divisions, Army aviation would effectively reduce the
“‘mass” and "velocity® components of the equation by providing acquisition and
counter-fire against Known enemy targets, air defense, suppression of enemy air
defenses (SEAD), logistical support and emergency medical evacuation, airborne
command-control-communications, and an inteqgrated force-moblility capability.
With personnel strength capped at 18,000 per division, force planners used data

provided by the ARCSA II1 and the USAREUR Aviation Reorganization Studies as a

point of departure for examining aviation organizations and capabilities with




-A!
!ﬁ respect to accomplishing critical tasks derived from the ‘Central Battle’ and

‘Force Generation’ modules.[53]

Meanwhile, the US Army Armor School, located at Fort Knox, Kentucky, took
an innovative approach to sotving the division aviation restructuring probiem.
They recommended the creation of a dual-capable organization, the "Air Cavalry
Attack Brigade,” which consolidated cavalry and attack helicopter battiefield
functions into a single unit. The base organization was the Air Cavalry Attack
Troop (ACAT); three air cavalry attack troops combined to form an Air Cavalry
Attack Squadron (ACAS). The Air Cavaliry Attack Brigade was formed by grouping

three air cavaliry attack squadrons and a combat support aviation battalion into

one ‘organization. The Alr Cavalry Attack Brigade force structure incorporated
recommendations from at least five studies:
1) "Aviation Requirements for the Combat Structure of the Army 111°;

2) "USAREUR Aviation Reorganization Study";

3) "Attack Helicopter Organization 1985" (ATHELO)j

QE 4) "Air/Ground Cavalry, 1980-1983 Study"s

E? §) *USAREUR Logistics Requirements for Helicopters (HELILOG) Study®.

!! Sensing the need for a reduction in the personnei and equipment strengths ;*E

i? of the previous two proposals, Brigadier General John W. Woodmansee, Assistant g%é

? Deputy Chief of Stafé for Combat Developments, US Army Training and Doctrine Eiﬁ
Conmand, proposed an alternative aviation brigade for the heavy division. The o

*Woodmanses organization' incorporated a reduction in the number of aircraft,
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from a high of 193 to 112, and personnel, from as many as 1,444 down to 1,000.
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His version of the air cavalry attack brigade, although retaining the combat Eﬁf
support aviation battalion, consisted of only two air cavalry attack squadrons, ﬁ;ﬁ
T

each with four organic troops having an assigned strength of five “scout’ and ﬁ?d
six ‘attack’ aircraft. General E. C. Mever, the Chief of Staff of the Army, f:?
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concurred wih the organizational concepts but chose to consolidute selected

elements from both proposals when approving the FY 79 Objectve Division.

X

ACAB
l <1336
r 1 ]
|| | 1
HHC CSAB ACAS
(i l €633 (286)
r T [ n| l—l_'n
| i ] | | |
HHD SEMA | cAC TAMC HHD ACAT
12xEH 10xSCT 2xUH 1x0H éxAH
6x0H IxUH 4xOH
14xUH

FIGURE 2-11 FY 79 "Objective Division” Organizational Diagram [34)

By mid-1980, the Air Cavalry Attack Brigade had experienced its first Cand
most important) of four force structure alterations. Primarily, three changes
occured: 1) tho deletion of the "air cavalry attack squadron® concept in favor
of a single mission oriented attack helicopter battalion; 2) the alignment of
battlefield functions with organizational category {aviation units were either
combat, combat support, or combat service support); and, 3) the assimilation of
the division’s reconnaissance squadron into the aviation brigade organization.
This version of the air cavalry attack brigade, as depicted in Figure 2-2, had

an asasigned strength of 2,008 personnel with organic aircraft numbering 144.
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FIGURE 2-21 Approved C-Series Al Cavalry Attack Brigade [55)

Adjustments to the abave organization, involving the Combat Support Aviation

,5_ Battalion and the Division Reconnaissance Squadron, continued until December

: 1983, when the current organizational design was accepted. Previously referred

E; to as the Cavalry Brigade (Air Attack), the newest edition of the division’s i

?é aviation structure has been designated as the Combat Aviation Brigade, or CAB. . 53?
g

Figure 2-3 is an organizational schematic of the approved CAB organization:




. 1{ %

| {1 | |
HHC cav ATK GSAC cAC
12x0H 3xXUH 9xUH 15xUH
BxAH 13%0H 16x0H

21 xAH

FIGURE 2-3: Division 84 Combat Aviation Brigade (as of December 1983) (54]

The development of US Army corps aviation organizations has not been a
deliberate process. The primary premise that corps aviation is founded upon is
that if the divisions need it, but manpower and fiscal restrictions will not
permit their getting it, then put it in corps. This corps "grap bag" mentality
is present in the "Army of Excellence® Corps Aviation Brigade, but not quite as
pronounced as in the past history of corps organizations. Though not adhering
to the “"concepts based requirements systems® philosophy, ‘he new Corps Aviation
Brigade does provide a measure of operational mobility and flexibility. Close
study reveals that the original proposals for the divisional Air Cavalry Attack
Brigade have been vested in the corps organization. Where three attack heii-
?optor battalions were recommended originaily for the division aviation force
structure and only twoc were approved, the third battlion has been elevated to
corps. The three heavy corps (Third, Fifth, Seventh) have relatively similar
aviation brigade structures, though each is designed exclusively for itg parent
organization, Figure 2-4 provides a universal schematic of their organizatien:
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FIGURE 2-4:1 ARMY 84 Heavy Corps Aviation Brigade Organizational Diagram [57] ~
With corps organizations 1imited by a "gap plugging" concept, the employment :3§
considerations that drove the organizational configuration were almost totally tff
tactical in nature. Operationally, employment concepts inciuded striking deep ;iﬁ
against the first echelon divisions of the enemy’s second echelon army to delay ?ﬁf
and disrupt his commitrment cycle and performing airlift and airstrike tasks in we
support of the corps Rear Area Combat Operations Brigade. ;;5
o
%
From the outset of the ARMY 84 Force Structure Modernization Program, the $oe
aviation resource planning community has focused on the tactical, rather than i?

b AT
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operational, employment of aviation assets. Though being touted as a fourth

maneuver brigade headquarters, the only added dimension possessed by the Combat

48




Aviation Brigade is that of an additional planning headquarters not previously
possessed by the ROAD Combat Aviation Battalion. In like manner, the Corps

Aviation Brigade was not designed conceptually for employment as an operational
unit but rather as a resource pool, wherein division commanders would dip (on a

priority basis) for combat power and battliefield mobility augmentation.

EXAMINING NEW TRENDS,

When discussing new developments in aviation organizations and employment
concepts, three people come to mind almost immediately: Brigadier (retired)
Richard E, SimpkKin, General Doctor Ferdinand M. von Senger und Etterlin, and
Colonel Wallace P, Franz. Uniike most of their contemporaries, these men have
suggested significant changes to the manner in which aerial platforms should be
employed on the future battlefield. A1l three understand the historical signi-
ficance and implications of superior mability and éiropowor to the field army
commander, and further acknowledge that tactical and operational success has
been virtually incontrovertible for the battlefield commander who capitalized
on both components concurrently. For these futurists, the maximum application

of mobility and firepower translates into an independent "air-mechanized® unit,

The frontrunner in creative military doctrine and organization is Richard
Simpkin, a noted author and retired Brigadier of the British Roral Tank Corps.
Simpkin proposad two divergent concepts for the use of aerial platforms in his
publications on the “airmechanization® of warfare. In his book, ANTITANK, An
AQirmechanized Response to Armored Threats in the 90s, he suggests the use of
helicopters as a mobility geierator employed in consort with “light anti-armor
attack vehicles.® This theme is not too dissimilar to the TRICAP division,
except that selected airframes are upgra2ded to transport lightly armored troop

carriers and mechanized anti-tank systems, However, by the summer of {983, he
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altered his concept for employing Army aviation on the modern battiefield. At
that time, Simpkin envisioned an independent "airmechanized” heliborne force,
which incorporates a unique organization and employment concept. Essentially,
his concept of an "airmechanized" brigade provides reconnaissance, air defense,
anti-helicopter, and anti-armor capabilities for the operationa) commander.
This “airmechanized" brigads conceptually operates independent of mechanized
land forces, countering an earlier proposal for heavy-l1ift helicopters to
provide operational mobility for a mechanized force composed mainly of “light
mobile protected guns® (LPMBs). Recegnizing the constraints placed upon aerial
cperations by limited visibility and weather, Simpkin concluded that of more
value was the helicopter’s ability to overcome the elements of “mobiquity* and
"trafficability." He defined mobiquity as the ability to cross soft and brok;n
or rough ground, to include natural and man-made obstacles, and trafficability
as the ability to use narrow routes of low military load classification (MLC)

and man-made passages through otherwise impassable terrain, and (38]

General Doctor Ferdinand M. von Senger und Etterlin is another prominent
figure in the military organizational concepts community. Preceding retirement
from military service with the Federal Republic of Germany, General von Senger
und Ettrlin occupied the position of Commander-in-Chief, Allied Forces Central
Europe. His efforts were instrumental in shaping inter-operability mechanisms
and defense strategy for the North Atlantic Treaty Alliance. On 2 February
1983, Gonorllloon Senger presented a lecture at the Royal United Services
Institute for Defense Studies entitled "New Operational Dimensions.® 1t was
subsequently published in the Institute’s quarterly journal, RUSI, The central
theme of his presentation was the exploration of an alternative concept for the
defense of Central Europe while remaining within the limit of current equipment

fielding plans and cost-effectiveness. Following the same line of reasoning as
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Richard Simpkin, General Doctor von Senger und Eterlin used a statement made by
General Summerall, the US Army Chief of Staff in 1930, to show the military’s
historical inability to "perceive an opportunity to combine firepower and
mobility in a decisive and battle-winning way." His basic contention is that
the tank and the helicopter are simply instruments of combat that need an inte-
grated empioyment concept, independent of conventional combined arms tactics.
Envisioning the creation of a universal aerial platform referred to as a "Main
Battle Air Vehicle® or MBAV, he proposes the consolidation of divisional and
corps aviation resources ‘into a tactically and logistically autonomous

*AirMechanized® Division.

The basic formation of the "AirMechanized® Division is the AirMechanized
Brigade, organized into specialist company-size units to provide intelligence
and reconnaissance, air defense, and anti-helicopter protection. Two attack
helicopter battalions of 28 MBAUs each form the nucleus of the combat strength
for the brigade. Tactical autonomy of the AirMechanized Brigade is achieved by
its independence from any ground forces. An Airmobiie Brigade complements the
AirMechanized Brigade and counter~balances its vulnerability to infantry and
armored threats in its staging areas. Mobility for the Airinobile Brigade is

provided by an AirTransport Brigade, which also serves to provide the airlift

necessary for logistical support. Figure 2-5 provides an illustration of this
proposed "AirMechanized® Division.[5?] Organizationally, the “AirMechanized”
unit is similar to the 10ist Airborne Division (Airmobile), However, rather

than there being just one type-uynit in a country’s armed forces, he suggests

manning and equipping an "airmechanized ‘operational maneuver’ division” for

each corps, similar to the Soviet "Operational Maneuver Group" concept.
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FIGURE 2-5: General von Senger °“Basic AirMechanized Division® Mode!

The third individual whose concepts in operational warfare merit close ) DAY

examination is Colonel Wallace P. Franz, USAR. Colonel Franz, 1ike von Senger

and Simpkin, recognizes mobility and firepower as two decisive characteristics WS
s
of maneuver warfare. But, he tukes it one step further by adding flexibility ;ﬁ%

and responsiveness to the equation. Colonel Franz also sees tﬁo same parallels
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in the development of armored (tank) warfare and the operational employment of
heliborne forces. And, as previously articulated by Simpkin and von Senger, he
concludes that now is the decision break-pcint where operational concepts take
precedence over tactical ones in the force modernization process. In surmising
that current (and proposed) heavy divisions are too cumbersome and inflexible
to conduct operational warfare using the tenets of "initiative, depth, agility,
and synchronization,® Colonel Franz proposes the creation of an "Air Assault
COPbs,' composed of five to seven air assault divisions, an air cavalry combat
brigade, an air-transportable artillery brigade, and other corps troops. Once
in the objective area, ground mobility would be provided by "hi-tech" equipment
such as the Light/Fast Attack Vehicle (L/FAV), Franz uses a recent historicail
example of opposing armored forces in Somalia to emphasis his argument:

“Soviet General Vasily Petrov, using Cuban and Ethiopian

units, conducted a successful air mobile mansuver against

the Somali in the OGADEN in 1978, He employed a mixed

helicopter and 1ight armor force in the rear of the Somali

Army defending the Kara Marda Pass. This [Somalil army was

completely destroyed within three days. As an example of

the magnitude of the operation, seventy ASU-57s (self-
propelled assault guns) were lifted into the LZ." [40]

SUMMARY

The implication of the proposals mad by these three *futurists" is that
Army Aviation should step beyond its concentration on tactical employment of
helicopters and focus on their operational employment. A1l three gentlemen
understand the historical implications of superior mobility and firepower, and
acknowledge that operational success has been virtually incontrovertible for
the battliefield commander who capitalized on both components simultaneously,
Accordingly, an integrated holiborni force provides the operational commander
with the instrument to fight the deep battle, Its.omploymont serves to degrade
and neutralize the enemy commander’s flexibility, and forces him to divert his
attention from the primary battle along the FLOT. In this manner, the enehy is
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forced to alter his operational plan from a purely offensive orientation to one
that must be defensive, as well. Consequently, @ho detender can seize the
initiative and transition into offenive opora(ioﬁs. These AirMechanized forces
function to seal off the forces in the main battle area, denying resupply and
reinforcement, thusﬁf&cllitaing the defeat of the enemy’s close-in combat

forces in detail.

In the succeeding chapter, an analysis is made of heliborne tactical and
operational employment doctrine and organizations as they apply to countries of
the North Atlantic Treaty fiiciance and to the Soviet Union. Primarily, the
focus is on examining how defense policy is translated into military doctrine

and organizational force structures, as they relate to the aviation component

of a nation’s armed forces.
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Germanys 27 Aprit 1976, Document is CONFIDENTIAL but no classified
information was used.

(b> TRADOC.
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USAAUNC, US Army Training and Doctrine Command: Fort Monroe, VA;
31 Qctober 1974, pp 17-29. Document is SECRET but no classified
information was used.

Daquemin, Major General. Personal Message for Brigadier General’s Eggers
and Ballentine, dtg 1309102 July 1977, subject: "0SD lssue - Air
Cavalry®(U), Message |s CONFIDENTIAL but no classified informaticn
was used.

The CARMONETTE Mode! is a fully comnputerized Monte Carlo mathematical
simulation of small unit ground combat. It |s a time-sequenced, critical
event war game that simulates the activities of movement, target acquisi-
tion, coomunications, and weapons employment by infantrymen, artillery,
combat vehicles, and helicopters.
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Concepts,” RUS], <¢(Journal of the Roryal United Services Institute
for Defence Studies), Vol 128, No. 2, London, England; June 1983,
pp 11-19.,
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CHAPTER 3
ASSESSING EUROPEAN AND SOVIET HELICOPTER EMPLOYMENT CONCEPTS

EURPOSE AND SCOPE,

The purpose of this chapter is to compare and contrast the Army Aviation
helicopter employment doctrines and tactical organizations of Western European
countries and the Soviet Union with those of the United States, as presented in
Chapter 2, Using those countries in Western Europe that are either non-aligned
or are members of the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) Alliance as a
point of departure, this chapter explores the use of heliborne aviation as a
means through which strategic and operational objectives may be achieved; in

the second half of this chapter, the Soviet "way-of-war® is examined.

A fundamental premise shaping the direction of this assessment involves
the relationship of the military establishmant to that of a country’s political
structure. According to the Prussian theorist, Carl von Clausewitz, war is a
continuation of national policy by other means. A variation of this concept is
offered by the Russian political theorist, V,1. Lenin, who notes that political
and militery elements of government are inseparable, with war holding an equal
status with negotiation.li) From this perspective, it follows that national
cbjectives prescribe policy; policy dictates national defense strategry defense
strategy seeks to secure strategic aims or goals; and, military operations are
a means whereby strategic goals may be realized. By acknowledging this process
for Vinking military doctrine and organizations directly to national policy and
objectives, a comparison of Eﬁropeun and Soviet heliborne forces 1% made. This
study evaluates national defense postures and strategies aguinst national will,

collective security agreements, the operational environment and the threat, For

this analysis, Europe is divided into a Northern, Central, and Southern region.
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WESTERN EUROPE
AN QUERVIEW

Before the end of World War Two, all of Europe had come to realize the
preeminence of two world superpowers: the Soviet Union and the United States.
The bi-polarization of global political philosophies led to the creation of a
buffer zane, namely Western Europe and non-Soviet members of the Warsaw Pact.
Post World War hemispheric affairs saw Europe enter into 1oose confederations
ot nations which were as politically and economically oriented as they were
defensive in nature. Their objectives were to reconstruct and revitalize a
war—torn continent, and to restore peace and prosperity. Western Europe saw

an increasing need for countering the expanding presence of Soviet hegemony,

To a "free* Europe, Communist Russia was exporting a political philosophy of

ctlas. struggle through armed intervention.

According to Sherwood S. Cordier, in his monograph entitied GCALCULUS QF
POMER Western Europe today does not possess the fundamental political unity

which a military capability of continental dimensions demands.{2] The over-

wheiming factor in the creation of a unified European defense strategy has been
national self-preservation. Emanating from the meiting pot of national will,
cultural disposition, historical experience, and geographical location is the
essince of national defengse policy. From its peculiar point of reference, each
nation perceives the "threat® somewhat differently. Thus, each contributes to
the region‘s collective security effort oniy that quantifiable amount deemed

critical for the preservation of its national sovereignty and objectives.

For Europe and her NATO allies, the groatesi threat to national security

Vies with the Soviet Union and her potential for military intervention in the

Central Region. As a resuylt of this central focus, the Scandinavian peninsula

has been spared direct involvement in East-West tensions, In the South, only

é1

e - - N - e . - .- B

Ll NI B T R o L o L R e e LIRS Y LS T S S o - Ve e Yy e . - . L R S T

Fall A DU AN A PP LT SR R S & . et PRLEEE “ Lt

LA ) L'-""u("'!'-"*!‘s'w'_-'qi'-“---'.‘--.'.u.' A RS R L R R R R )
B T R -t N e - TR A f .




the Turkish Straits present a strategically-significant objective for Soviet
power projection. Objectively, it would be ludicrous for either region to
suppose a land-oriented defensive posture when the probable threat is Soviet
incursions into their territorial waters or airspace. Consequently, national
defense policies and military doctrine and organizations mirror this notion of
peripheral involvement. Hence, an.overviow of the circumferential regions is

warranted without making a detailed comparative analrsis.

EUROPE’ S NORTHERN REGION

The four countries maKing up this region are Denmark, Finland, Norway and
Sweden. Significantly, only Finland shares a border with the Soviet Union, a
factor contributing to her 1948 treaty of friendship, cooperation, and mutual
assistance with the USSR. However, she maintains a foreign policy of strict
neutrality. Similarly, while Norway and DenmarK conclude that membership in
NATO is vital to their national security, they both place limits on their
involvement by stipulating that foreign troops are not to be permanently based
on their territory, and that no nuclear weapons are to be stationed in their
countries. Meanwhile, Swedish military concerns are for the protection of her
neutrality. Swedish defense policy has two primary objectives: to maintain the
ability to destroy any invading force should it attack; and to safeguard the
integrity of Swedish soil, territorial waters and airspace, thus ensuring that

the country’s neutrality is respected.

The ability of the Nordic countries to 1imit superpower involvement in
their region has been as a direct result of a lack of immediate interest by the
Americans or Soviets. Close examination of regional armed forces indicates a
predisposition toward naval and air power projection, with their conscript land
forces concerned primarily with the neutralization of an amphibious or airborne
invasion force. Heliborne capabilities focus mainly on anti-submarine warfare
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(ASW) and search-and-rescue (SAR) missions., Army helicopter operations provide
aerial resup.’'v and troop transport, with airmobility of infantry units being
secondary. Specifically, Danish briqadés are the smallest fo}nation in any
European army tn be accorded that distinction. With a total inventory of only
sixteen helicopters, Danish Armed Forces are described as scarcely providing a
credible coastline defense and constituting the weak 1ink in NATO’s chain of
defenses.l3) Finnish national defense relies heavily on tanks and anti-armor
ATGM systems. The helicopter is not recognized as a critical national defense
item, although iis ability to provide an added measure of battlefield mobility
and flexibility is acknowledged.[4] Norway’s regional commitment for defense
nunbers 18,000 troops, of which 15,000 soldiers are 12-month conscripts. She
does not boast of any helicopters in her Armed Forces. Finally, Sweden relies
on her aerial force of 50 helicopters for command and control and transport.
None of these countries uses the helicopter in an attack or anti-armor roles nor

envisions heliborne maneuvers forward of the FLOT.(S)

ROPE~ RA
Six NATO couniries operate combat helicopters in Europe’s Central Region:
Belgium, France, Great Britain, The Netherlands, West Germany, and the United
States. Canada, whose MNATO commitment includes a mechanized brigade group,
maintains a Canadian-based airmobile battalion as part of the Allied Commander
Europe (ACE) Mobile Force-Land. Only Luxembourg, who maintains a nominal army

of one 330-man light infantry battalion, is without a helicopter component.

Neither the Belgians nor the Dutch possess an armed-attack helicopter
capability. The Belgian Army owns and operates three independent helicopter
squadrons and a composite squadron under the command of ist Belgian Corps,
which aiso provides two of its four active brigades to NATO’s Northern Army
Group. Belgian vertical 1ift assets are dedicated to providing support for
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Forward ARir Control (FAC), Field Artillery Aerial Observation (FAAD) and aerial
resupply. Influenced by 40 years of peace and a rising socialist faction,
Belgian political and social sentiments do not favor a strong forward-deployed
military posture, as is evidenced in its meager defense budget (slightly over
{7 GNP) and the recall of its third brigade from West Germany. The Dutch, on
the other hand, are more dependent upon NATO for their security. Therefore,
they have forward-based most of their armed forces, with only a few ground
units retained locally for territorial defenses., The Dutch Air Force operates
some 100 Alouette-I11 and BO-105 helicopters in support of Army operations.,
Though they provide only aerial reconnaissance, field artillery spotters,
forward air control teams, and aerial transport, the three helicopter squadrons
are being complemented by the formation of an attack helicopter unit which will

provide an anti-armor counterattack capability.lé]

Traditionally, the most important of Britain’s political and military
objectives has been to command the seas surrounding the British Isles, and to
maintain the European balance of power. Great Britain seeks to avoid major
land-force involvement in a European war while bearing the brunt of naval and
amphibious operations. With respect to its NATO land-force commitment to West
Germany, the British Army of the Rhine has a unique arrangement concerning its
helicopter force: it is the oniy NATO country that splits rotary-wing combat
operations into two distinct parts. The Army Air Corps is responsible for five
battlefield functions: 1) observation and reconnaissance; 2) armed action
{close air support, anti-tank ¢ires, suppressive fires, SEAD); 3) aerial field
artillery observers and forward air controllers; 4) command and control, and
liaison; and, 5) 1imited movement of men and materiel. The Roral Air Force
completes the total force equation by providing helicopter support for air
mobility and aerial resuppliy. It performs these functions with two squadrons
of "Puma’s."(7]
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Aerial battlefield operations are conducted by five Attack Helicopter
Regiments, each composed of an attack squadron and a ‘recon’ squadron., While
each regiment is organic to an armored division, they can be regrouped by the
Corps Commander and piaced under the operational contrcl of the Corps Aviation
Officer. Using the dual-purpose “Lynx" as their primary attack aircraft, the
British feel they increase their operational capacity due to weather conditions
which make a dedicated anti—tank helicopter ineffective approximately 23/ of
the time in Eurcpe. Their concept for employment has the Attack Helicopter
Roginénts being held in reserve or used as a counterattack force. The 1ift
tapability provided by the "Lynx" permits forward displacement of mobile tank-
Killer teams which may operate independently or in conjunction with the attack

aircraft.

France maintains an "independent” defense policy based on a diminished
confidence in the United States’ commitment to invoke its deterrent force on
behalf of a European ally. As a result, France relies on three categories of

defense organization: Strategic Forces, Forces of Maneuver, and Territorial

Defense Forces. The mission of the Forces of Maneuver is to contain a nuclear
or conventional attack inside or outside Europe. The First French Army (Known
in World War 11 as Armes dy Rhin et Danube) pursues the mission with three Army
Corps and an Army Air Corps, or Aviation Leqere de 1 Armee de Terre (ALAT).(8]

The French military positions concerning the use of helicopters in combat

form a dichotomy. The French Army Chief of Staff General DeLaunay sees rotary-
wing assets in a *support and protection® role, operating to the rear of French
troops, with their anti-armor capability directed mainly at blunting an enemy
penetration. An opposing position is maintained by the French Army Air Corps

(ALAT) Commander, Brigadier General Herve Navereau, who envisions light (4 ton)
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anti-armor and anti-air helicopters patrolling and controlliing the "land sky."

Navereau’s notion of “land sky® considers heliborne operations as an integral

part of the land force scheme of maneuver, with helicopters simply providing
mobility, speed, and maneuver through a vertical extension of the battlefield.
Both generals aliso hold opposing ideas as to the type of helicopter that should
be in the French inventory. Genera) DeLaunay favors the multi-purpose aircraft
exenplified by the Soviet “"Hind" and "Hip" or the Brltlsh"Lynx.' In contrast,
General Navereau advocates tﬁo integration of single-function aircraft similar
to the Alouette II and III1 and the BO-1035. His argument is based on the need
for quantities and the premise that.tochnical sophistication in muiti-purpose
helicopters transiates into increased weight, reduced performance, a losi of

endurance, a degradation in field-maintainability, and an overall posture of

non-affordability, thus leaving a substantial gap in operational difonsos.t9]

The French Army Air Corps, or ALAT, supports each of three French Army

Corps with one or more Combat Helicopter Regiments (RHC) and a Light Helicopter E:

»"\;

Group (GHL), The assignment of aviation assets against the Corps is as |isted: 'y

N

Yo

LNV

fst RHC - Phalsbourg, Moselle 2nd RHC - Friedrichshafen, Frieburg t:

3rd RHC - Etain-Rouvres, Meuse 12th GHL - Trier, Forhen PR

11th GHL - Nancy e

= ] General Regerves o

4tn RHC - Compiegne Sth RHC - Pau <¢attached to 1ith Abn Div e

13th GHL - Les Mureaux, Yvelines for axternal operations) —

i

Each Combat Helicopter Regiment (RHC) has 72 helicopters assigned: 20 Light gﬁq

Alovette 11’s and S8A-341 Gazelles, 30 Alouette 111’s and SA-342 Gazelle-~HOT's, Et

and 22 SA-330 Pumas (tactical transports that carry 13 men or 2.5 tons). The ;E

Light Helicopter Groups (GHL) are composed mainly of Alouette 1] and 111‘s and aﬁ

:-l.'l

SA-341 Gazelles. The French, like their neighbors, do not envision employing %ﬁ
large formations of helicopters across the FLOT although they have experimented
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with a ‘composite’ raiding party of two SA-342 Gazelle-HOT’s and a SA-330 Puma.

Figure 3-1 provides an organizational diagram of a Combat Helicopter Regiment.

L
A —
I |
L | 1]
®&® |20 sA-341 Q=P |30 sa-342 ®&® |22 5A-330

LTH ATH MTH

FIGURE 3-1: Corps Combat Helicopter Regiment, French Army

The Federal Republic of Germany, or West Germany, shares a 1700 Kilometer
border with East Germany and Czechoslovakia. In some locations, this‘lios.as |
near as 150 Kilometers of the Rhine River, the operational and strategic line
of demarcation for the defense of Western Europe. NATO’s problem for European
defense is essentially how to stop a westward thrust by Saviet forces before
they reach the Rhine. West Germany’s dilenma is how to contribute to the
defanse of this Key area without assuring the devastation cf its own national
integrity. The aim of battle is to stop Soviet aggression by collansing his
will and ability to continue combat, by restoring the integrity of the defense

and territory, and by retaining freedom of action for the NATO Alliance.(10]

There is no overall military command structure in the German Armed Forces
nor an operational command larger than a corps, because they have chosen to
operate as an integrated component of the combined NATO Army. West Germany has
three Army Corps consisting of 36 brigades which are formed into 12 divisions.
Each corps has an organic aviation brigade, and each division has a subordinate

aviation company. OGBerman Army Aviation is a pure helicopter force. In order
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of priority, its primary tasks are to provide: 1) aerial transport of men and
materiel; 2) l]aison and courier service; 3) terrain and combat reconnaissancej
4) battlefield surveillance; and, 5) anti-tank operations. Its five types of

helicopters are divided into four categories according to battlefield function:
observation, utility, cargo, and anti-tank. Ge#rman Army Aviation combat power
resides at corps Tevel, ;inco the divisional aviation company has only 10 light
observation helicopters assigned, an exception being the 4th Mech Div (LANDJUT)

in Schleswig~Holstein which has an assigned aviation regiment.[11]

The employment of the helicopter in the German Armed Forces began on a
major scale only after the Arab~Israeli War of 1973. Advocates of using the
helicopter as & Weapons platform argudd that, helicopters, protected against
detection by extreme low level flight and long-range target acquistion and
engagement systems, would be well suited to accomplish missions which other-
wise could not be accomplished or which.could be accomplished only with a far
greater effort. West Germany’s decision to jointly finance the production of
an attack helicopter with the French had financial and political justification,
As an interim measure, Germany has fielded the HOT-equipped PAH-1 (BD-103), The
fact that the delivery of the PAH-1 to the regiments did not begin until 1980,
and wiil not end before 1984, may have many administrative as well as economic
and budget policy reasons, the end result of a developmental process which was
characterized by a dispute over authority and by decisions that were postponed

time and time again.[12]

Over the past three years, the German Army Aviation organizational focus
has elavated from division to corps. As recent as 1981 during Exercise SCHARFE
KLINGE (Sharp Knife), the concept of a corps aviation regiment was first placed

into being and employed in the $ield. This organization replaced the previous

two anti-tank helicopter squadrons assigned to each divfsion headquarters. The




e

Corps Aviation Regiment was composed of four Anti-Tank Squadrons, each assigned
fourteen PAH-1‘s. The smallest tactical operating unit was the “Hal$-Squadron*

which consisted of seven anti-tank helicopters. Since then, the Corps Aviation

S L
£ . OO

Regiment has evolved into a Corps Aviation Brigade, with the aviation regiment

redesignated as an Anti-Tank Helicopter Regiment., 1t should be noted that the

o

Kty it

F

anti-tank helicopter is pot an “attack® helicopter, 1t is a single~purpose

aircraft empioyed as an anti-tank weapon as a part of an integrated combined

arms effort. The German Army decided that it did not need a specialized scout

v
3

L
RS

helicopter, partly because their crews could not see far enough forward without

a stabilized sighting system. Also, with an exclusive commitment to fight a ;
home defense battle on very familiar home ground, the German Army does not E;S
envision the need for a “scout.* ;ﬁ?
: — o

The primary subordinate units within the Corps Aviation Brigade are an iii
Anti-Tank Helicopter Regiment, a Light Transport Helicopter Regiment, and a E%ﬁ
Medium Transport Helicopter Regiment. Each regiment within the Corps Aviation fj
Brigade has independent sub-units to 1ook after the functions of command and Eg?
communications, field resupply, aircraft organzaional and intermediate~level gii
maintenance, and ground defense. The following criteria are used for assigning :ﬁ
the preponderance of aviation assets to Corps: ;3
a. Due to resource constraints, the Army could not afford to have both if
divisional and corps aviation combat and combat support organizations, ij
b. 1t was determined that corps can see broader combat frontages and in ;i

greater depth, and can therefore influence the battle with massed firepower,

t. "Economy of Resources" determined that by consolidating assets at
corps, maximum usage of limited resources would be effected. Consolidation
transiates into fewer MTDE equipment and maintenance personnel requirements.
Figure 3-1 provides an organizational diagram of the German Corps Aviation
Brigade, reflecting unly major subordinate units.[13]
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FIGURE 3~2: Corps Aviation Command, West German Army

f3 ) The Anti-Tank Helicopter Regiment normally employs a squadron in support
of a division., Usually, a company is not placed ‘opcon’ to headquarters below
brigade level. The squadran co-locates its Forward Assembly Area and Forward
. Area Rearm/Refuel Point in the division’s rear area, and displaces it only once

per day, normally at night. Much depends on how flexible and responsive this

forward combat base system proves to be. Most combat missions are preplanned
the day before, with mission briefings conducted at regimental headquarters
upon completion of the day’s missions and debriefings. The German employment

concept directs that all heliborne operations will be conducted in conjunction

with friendly troops and:

. -
2"

*., « « they should be employed only over friendly terrain
and should not penetrate into enemy-controlled areas."[14]




EUROPE’S SOUTHERN REGION

Austria, Switzerland, Italy, éroccc, and Turkey constitute that area
designated as Europe’s Southofn Region. Interestingly, only Turkey shares a
border with the Soviet Union., Even though sitting astride Western Europe’s
historical "southern invasion route,” Austria seeks to maintain a position of
perpatual neutrality, Meanwhile, ltaly, Greece, and Turkevy are members of the
NATO Alliance, albeit their resolve to resist Soviet expansion through military

participation in NATO’s defense alliance is questionable, at best.

On 26 October 1993, Austria declared a position of permanent neutrality
in her Constitution. The intent was to create another Switzerland, a task most
difficult in that she shares borders with NATO and Warsaw Pact countries. The
Austrian Constitution provides that she will never join any military alliance
and will not permit the establishment of any foreign military base on her land.
Consequently, the primary cbjective of Austria’s defense po\!cy is to organize
the natiohal will to defend hey neutrality so that an aggressor will choose to
avoid, rather than violate, her territory. Austria’s helicopter force, which
totals 74 airframes, is assigned to the Air Force and supports the Army with
command-and-control and liaison flights, transport and resupply missicns, and
mobility for anti-tank teams. Her military defense strategy calls for “defense
in depth* through the use of successive battle positioni and anti-armor *Kill
zones” which are designed to inflict maximum attrition, delay his advance, and
disrupt his battie plan. The Austrians hope to delay a westward thrust up to
five days, long enough to permit Central Army Group-Europe‘s (CENTAG) southern
flank sufficient time to mobilize a counter~stroKe. Currentiy, Austria’s Army
is in a state of flux, and the outcome can not be determined. However, as the
Austrian government looks into the 1990‘s for revitalization of its national
defense program, "plans are being considered to transfer the emphasis in land

operations . . . to helicopters."[13]




Since the 19th Century, Switzerland has been the most determined and
consistentiy neutral nation in the world., Swiss national defense is entrusted
to amilitia, in which service is universal and compulsory for males over 20,
Swiss defense strateQy is based essentially on the concept of deterrence thru
demonstrated readiness. Swiss Air Force maintains a fleet of 94 helicopters
(Alouette II and I11) in seven Light Aircraft Squadrons. Their mission is to
provide communications relay, command-and-control/tiaison f1ights, observation
and reconnaissance, and search-and-rescue (SAR). Swiss military helicopters
are not configured in an anti-armor role, and operational employment concepts

do not envision flights beyond the FLOT.L1é]

Italy is one of the four major contributors of military forces to NATO
and, together with,erooc; and Turkey, forms the southern flank of the Alliance.
In sharp contrast, no ltalian forces are stationed outside national boundaries.
The Italian Army is essentially a northern creation foisted onto the center and
south by the prdcoss of political unification, and it has never been properly
assimilated. The primary role of the Army, in collaboration with NATO, is the
defense of ltaly’s northeastern frontier. Italy’s Army is organized into three
corps, a total five divisions and twelve separate brigades. Each Italian Corps
is supported by an aviation squadron of approximately 18 helicopters; divisions
and separate brigades are supported by an organic flight detachment of 10 to 12
aircraft. Rotary-wing assets provide aerial platforms for command-and-control,
liaison flights, observation and reconnaissance, transport, and a limited anti-
armor capability. There is no organizational mechanism whereby large-scale

keliborne operations can be planned and executed.(17]

Greece and Turkey form the "Bosporus-Dardenelles Chokepoint"™ in NATO’s

southern defensive belt, Althcugh both are members of the NATO Alliance, their
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shared animosity and overt hostilities toward one another have almost dissolved
their tonuous‘partnorship. Although a strong socialist-communist influence is
present in boéh countries, thrir primary national defense concern is countaring
Soviet hegemony. Greece identifies Bulgaria as its greatest threat to internal
security, while TurKey experiences pressure from Bulgaria and the Soviet Union,

the latter with whom it shares a 300 mile border.

GreeK national defense policy calls for a strong forward defense to deter
Soviet expansionism through its Bulgarian proxy and for cooperation and coordi-~
nation with Turkey in contralling the Bosporus-Dardenelles sea lane. To achieve
this goal, the Grecian Army has three corps with eleven infantiry divisions and
one arinored division., The Army’s air arm, Aeroporia §tratoy, is headquartered
at Megara and controls a composite wing of aircraft, including é7 helicopters.
As evident in the compasition of the rotary-wing fleet, heliborne operations
provide priority support for troop transport and zerial resupply. Helicopter
armament consists primarily of door-mounted 7.42mm machineguns; an anti-armor
capability is not provided, Greek helicopter employment doctrine and cancepts

do not favorably consider large~scale operations conducted across the FLOT.L18]

TurKey is strategically located at the world’s crossroads, thus making it
an objective of numerous military campaigns since ancient times., Historically,
Russia has been an enemy of Turkey for several centuries. Because of this, the
Turkish Army maintains three field armiss of two corps each, enlisting nearly
400,000 soldiers. One field army is stationed in European Turkey, protecting
the northern approach to the Turkish Straits; a second field army is positioned
in Western Anatolia, concentrated near the Asiatic side of the Straits; and, a

third field army is located i~ Eastern Anatolia, concentrated near the Soviet

border. Turkish Army Aviation, or Kara Ordysu Havaciliqi ¢(KOH)>, is responsible
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to Turkish Sround Forces Command and is controlled by the Central Army Aviation
Establishment. Though Turkey has only 130 helicopters, each field army, corps,
and division maintains its own flying unit and airfield. The primary function
of the heliborne forces is to provide aerial transport, observation, liaison,
and extromely limited aerial fire support. However, none of Turkey’s aviation
assets have an anti-armor capability. As the other states in Europe’s Southern

Region, TurKey does not possess & proactive vertical-mobility doctrine,[19)

'EURQPE’S PERIPHERAL STATES

Three members of the North Atlantic Treaty Alliance merit only nominal
discussion: Iceland, Portugal and Spain. Ilceland maintains no military forces,

although it does have an internal security police force and a Coast Guard with

six vessels. Iceland provides its NATO allies with air and radar bases on its ~

territory, Currently, Portugal and Spain do not provide military land forces

for the defense of Europe’s vulnerable Central Region, Maintaining a conscript
defense structure of slightly less than 40,000 soldiers and an inventory of 40

helicopters owned and operated by its Air Force, Portugal dony not subscribe to
a proactive helicopter employment doctrine. The Spanish Army consists of three
divisions, of which one brigade in each comprises a cadre formation. Described
by Spain‘s qreatest modern historian Salvador de Madariaga as "utterly useless®

the Army is essentially a force for stability rather than for action.(201]

SUMARY

This survey of defense concepts, doctrines, and organizations has demon-
strated that, with possibly only one exception - ltaly, Europe’s Central Region
is the only area where land forces are prepared to conduct heliborne anti-armor
warfare. Further, it is evident that none of the countries in Western Europe
has the mechanism through which to execute a proactive defense doctrine, Air

asgault operations were restricted because military doctrine was reactive in
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nature, failing to develop opportunities to seize the initiative. Excepting
the few occasions where raids or ambushes were planned, few attempts were made
to execute across-FLOT heliborne operations. No doctrinal concopt; planned for
the conduct of large-scale air assault operations deep (100 Km or more) behind
enemy lines. Heliborne forces are raelegated traditional battlefield functions
without regard for their technological and combat capabilities. Independent

air assault operations to disrupt or destroy critical nodes were not planned.

THE SQVIET UNION

AN QUERVIEW

The Soviet military prosonfo in East Germany resembles a massive phalanx
in the heart of Europe. Since the end of World War 11, Eastern Europe has been
under the dominance of the Soviet Union. In 19535, under the guise of creating
a security alliance igalnst its greatest potential enemy NATO, the Soviet Union
entered into a mutual security pact with East Germany, Czechoslovakia, Hungary,
Bulgaria, Poland, and Romania., The Warsaw Pact armed forces were placed under
Soviet command and their role was mainly defensive. Since that time, Soviet
military forces have been used primarily in a counter-insurrection role, first
against Hungary in 1954, then against Crechoslovakia in 19468, and on numerous

lTesser occasions against Polish demonstrations,

The Soviet Union has two major strategic aims: the domination of Western
Europe; and the eventual neutralization of the United States as an obstacle to
Soviet world domination. The non-Communist world has only recently awakened to
the fact that the Soviet Union‘s unconcealed expansionism constitutes a grave
threat to world peace. The Soviet Union does not seek global parity; it seeks
a permanent imbalance of power - absolute military superiority. To the Soviet
Union, peace can only be guaranteed if it and the Communist bloc can so tip the

balance of power (*correlation of forces") in their favor as to ensure that the
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Western alliance can never hope to challenge tham. The more the "correlation
of forces® favors the Soviets, the less danger there is in global warj but more

capable are the Soviets to spread their influence throughout the Qorld.[le

The Soviet zrmed forces are expanding at an unprecedented rate, and older
weapon systems which were clearly inferior to their Western contemporaries are
being replaced by new weapons which match the best Western products. From an
histrical perspective, with more than 200 helicopters (Mi-2, Mi-§, and Mi-8)
already presen in the BGroup of Soviet Forces Germany’s (GSFG) 1éth Air Army,
the Soviets introduced the Mi-24 "Hind" into Frontal Aviation’s inuoniory in
1973. The presenca of this aircraft in the forward area added a new dimension
to theater warfare. During 1978, the United States became concerned over the
rapid buildup of the helicopter fleet in the Soviet Union. By early 1980, the
Soviets were able to build more helicopters than the US Army would build durihg
the entire span of the AH-44 “Apache" and UH~40 "Black Hawk" program. Armed as
an anti~tank and fire support weapon, the Mi-24 "Hind A" was probably designed
and created primarily for the heliborne assault operation. Although the latest
version of the Mi-24, the "Hind E," is capable of carrying an B-man squad, the
Soviet’s primary tactical transport helicopter is the Mi-8 "Hip," with a troop-
carrying capacity of 35 men. Reports indicate a new, larger assault helicopter
under development, possibly a heavy-lift model or a replacement for the Mi-8.
With an inventory af over 4,000 helicopters, the Soviets have a unique concept

for operational employment of heliborne forces that requires examination.(221

SOVIET MILITARY DOCTRINE

The cornerstone of the Soviet Army is military doctrine, the officially
approved system for perceiving and analyzing the nature of war, how it will be
waged, and with what weapons. Soviet military doctrine assumes & significantly

different perspective in the political and social order of business from that
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of its Western counterpart. Soviet political policy and military strategy are
inseparably intertwined: Party strategy is determined by a political-military
assessment of the “"correlation of forces.” Once doctrine is decided upon, it
cannot be questioned except at the highest political-military levels or through
indirect routgs. Soviets have no doubt-that war is a continuation of politics,
and define it in terms of social and economic revolution., Accordingly, their
military doctrine provides the mechanism through which the five-service armed
forces implement Soviet policy by means of war. The two Key elements of Soviet
military doctrine are surprise and high speed advance in depth, which call for

csntinuous day and night operations.(23]

Soviet military doctrine is distinguished from military science and art,
each being a different and precise entity., Military science s a "system of
knowledge concerning tﬁo nature, essence, and content of armed conflict." It
is based on empirical data which is gathered through maneuvers and experiments,
and from historical study. A main task of Soviet military science is to study
the doctrine, strategy, and tactics uf the enemy in order to better understand
how a war might begin, and thus to become better prepared to win it. Military
art, a subset of military science, is "the theory and practice of combat,® from
the highest to the lowest echelons, being divided by its scape into strategic,

operational and tactical levels.[24]

Historic-1ly, all significant Soviet combat operations have been large-
scale land battles ‘n which air or sea power have played merely a subsidiary
role., For this reascn, the Soviets have one common strategy for'all services,
essential for their integration in%. a single fighting force. The objective in
any war is to win., The Politburo carries that notion further by declaring that
it has no intention of conducting war-termination negotiations with an oppoe’'ng
government that was in power at the beginning of the war., In implementing this
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concept, military strategy subscribes to four basic tenets:

BT A

1) The conduct of war must be quick and decisive]

2) The nature of war will be conventional, if possible;

I 3) The execution of war will be from an cffensive posture; and,

4) The Party must be convinced of the military’s ability to achisve spead

and surprise, and %o win, [29%)

i aT PERAT K

: Each of the {ive branches of the Armed Forces has its own operational art.
For the Ground Forces operational art (Operativnoe Iskusstvo) deals with combat
by theater level forces - armies and fronts. A front (equivalent to a US field
army or army group) is the basic operational! formation, normally referred to as
a military district during peace. Divisions and regiments are considered to be
tactical units, Nine principles of opirationnl art govern both operational and
tactical level Soviet units on the battliefield. UWhile different scts of these

principles may appear in literature, and their precise application may slightly

vary, operational thought is guided by:

1) Speed, shock, and maneuver}

2) Concentration of the main effort to achieve superior mass at the
decisive place and time;

3) Surprise and security;

4) Aggressiveness in battle;

S) Preservation of combat effectivenss;

4) Realistic planning;

7) Coordination and cooperation of all arms and services;
8) Simultaneous action against the enemy throughout the entire depth of
hie depioyment;

?) Primacy of the "offensive." <(The celebration of the offensive in o

S
Soviet military texts is a ritual litany.>[26] ::ib
RS
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The objective of offensive operations is to nevtralize the machinery of
national and intarnational politics before the opponent has an opportunity to
mobilize its national, military, and industrial might or finalize its nuclear

release procedures. Colonel V.Y. SavKin describes the implications of Soviet

cperational warfare in The Basic Principles of Operational Art and Tacticsy:

"The goal of the attack lies in the total defeat of the

defending enemy and the capture of vital areas of his

territory., Only a decisive attack conducted at high

tempos and to a great depth ensures total victory over

the enemy.“[27]
This glimpse into the Soviet mind provides the essence of offensive military
power application. From their point of view, operational warfare is described
as the conduct of conventional war in the framework of a nuclear war. Hence,
the element of "concentration® becomes a question cf t}ming and mobility, i.e.,
bringing together the required mass only briefly, breaking through or bypassing
the defense and then rapidly dispersing. This approach is valid regardliess of
whether or not nucliear weapons are employed. For the Soviet operational 4orce

commander, a swift and sudden blow creates favorable canditions for economizing

manpower and equipment, destroying the enemy piecemeal, and achieving & quick

and uninterrupted advance through his operational depths. By emploring every
available asset {manpower, materiel and intelligence), he creates a "window of
vuinerability" in the enemy’s combat formations and uses it to attack him when

and where he least expects it.[28)

In order to achieve surprise, speed, shock and superior mass throughout
the enemy’s operational depth, Soviet military doctrine relies on a combined
effort of armored thrusts and air assault operations. Tao switch the focus of
the fighting from the foruard defensive positions to the rear and to achieve

operational depth on the battlefield, the Soviets have employed the concept of

?9 ,..:\.:\.
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“deep operations.” First presented by the Soviet authar V.K. Triandafillov in

in his book Bagic Operations of Modern Armigs, the thecry postulates that “deep

operations” is an operational techniques

*. « . whereby the enemy is quickly defeated by rapid, concentrated
armored thrusts and coordirated air~ strikes penetrating deep into
his territory in order to undermine his defense, neutralize his war
economy, and shatter the fabric of his society."(29]

Soviet preoccupation with the enemy’s rear area is based upon the funda-
mental role it assumes in war, that of providing mobilization, deployment, an
sustainment. The term "rear area® refers to that both the actual terrain and
the military and political organization therein that stretches from the forward
lines of combat troops back to the national capital. Soviet priority on rear
area operations is demonstrated in the near "spectacular® growth of its combat
helicopter inventory. The importance of air a;;aults by airborne and heliborne
forces is stressed by Soviet writers who emphasize that the airlifted unit must
be suéficient in size to disrupt the cohesiveness of NATO’s forward defense and
to divert command attenion aud combat resources to defend the rear area. Rear
area operations are not of themselves sufficient to bring about victory; their
purpose is tc reduce the enemy’s capacity to resist, thus making it easier for
the main forces to carry out their task. The primary mobility and firepower
instrument for tactical air support and conducting “deep operations" is the

combat helicopter.[301]

S H R 18

One of the primary tenets of Soviet operational art is the principle of
mobility, which along with maneuverability, is an indispensable ingredient in
planning military operations. Helicopters are an outitanding example of the
USSR providing its armed forces with technology and equipment to optimize their

capability to apply long-standing principles of operational are. Unlike their
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Western counterpart; however, Soviet forces do not have an Army Aviation. Al}
combat helicopters are organized into independent helicopter rogimcnt’ as part
of a Tactical Air Force. The Tactical Air Force (TAA) has two or three combat
helicopter regiments assigned which are gplaced under the operational control of
a2 front commander. Helicopter regiments, either in whole or in part, may be
further subordinated to army or division level, or lower for special missions.
Helicopter regiments are designated as either assault or transport, although
there is no distinct delineation between the two functions. Assault regiments
are usuaily composed of five squadrons - three attack and two transport. The
task of aerial transport is assigned to the Mi-B; the attack role is assumc& by
the Mi-24, although both systems are capable of performing either mission,
Figure 3-3 provides an organizational diagram of the Soviet Frontal Aviation’s

Independent Helicopter Regiments.[(31]

P.0.0.0.0.5
FRONT
r ] i
LI , L
ASSAULT I TRANSPT l
I 1 [ 1
[k 11 11 11
AASLT Medium Heavy - Medium
ATK !l Lift Lift Lift t]
40-30 Hinds 30 Hips 25 Hooks 40-50 Hips

Mi-24 Mi-8 Mi-4 Mi-8

FIGURE 3-3: Soviet Front Independent Assault and Transport Helicopter Regiments
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Soviet attack helicopters support heliborne assaults, desants, and other
special operations, providing flexible tactical airpower and close air support,
Much of what the Soviets have written about airborne/air assault presupposes
the possession of air superiority or supremacy. Aiso, attack helicopters can
attack ground targets in the same manner as fighter-bombers, and aid in target
acquisition for other weapon systems. Their primary role is the destruction or
neutralization of enemy armor and helicopters and the suppression of anti-tank
weapon systems (especially ATGMs). Transport helicopters provide airmobility
and movement for troops and supplies. Their primary function is to provide
troop lift and fire support for heiiborne assault operations, although they do
ailow Soviets to transport high-priority cargo quickly and resupply forces

beyond the capability of wheeled transport,.(32]

The priority of the main effort in airmobility ocperations is directed
against the most dangerous operational threat. For the Soviet commander, that
equates to nuclear weapon sites and their delivery means (missile silos, air
bases, and storage sites), command-and-control centers, and air defense sites.
Additional objectives include seizing, securing and isolating river crossing
sites, neutralizing airfields, disrupting lines of communication, and seizing
critical and key terrain (to include man-made features)., According to Soviet
operationalists, the advantages of heliborne assaults are: 1) requires minimal
specialized training - operations can be executed on short notice; 27 troops
are landed in goad order, closer together; 3) facilitates command and control,
and deployment into action; 4) troops are landed much closer to the objective;
and, 9) organic aerial fire support accompanies airlanded troops. An added
dimension of the assault transport helicopter is its ure in heliborne assault
or airborne operations with an Operational Maneuver Group (OMG). The extensive
use of assault transport helicopters in Ethiopia and Afghanistan demonstrates
the importance that the Soviets attach to this combat multiplier.[(33]
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SUTARY

Soviet combat helicopter operations are characterized by speed, surprise,
security, and ccncentration of mass and firepower. They support and complement
the operational commander’s scheme of maneuver and are employed indepth against
the enemy’s critical nodes and assist in the overall disruption and destruction
of the enemy’s defenses. The Soviet system of locating their aviation assets
at the highest operational command level emphasizes the notion of criticality
of mass to support ‘grand’ operations. Soviet assault and transport operations
are integrated into the operational and strategic plan. The offensive design
of Soviet assault helicopters is optimized when they are used in conjunction
with Operational Maneuver Groups. Soviet employment concepts ensure optimum
utilization to satisfy battlefield functions; their retention at front level

permits maximum fiex:bility, operability, and sustainability.

CONCLUSION

The character of the battlefield during the next European war will be
shaped decidedly by the presence of armed attack and air transport helicopters.
Both opponents, the Warsaw Pact and the NATO Alliance, maintain an appreciation
for helicopter operations. Consequently, the political and military objectives
of these adversaries are reflected in the miscion design of their respective
heliborne assets., For the vast majority of NATO’s Armed Forces, a defense
doctrine based upon "attrition” dictates small, quick anti~-tank heliccpters
that can be economically produced in large quantities. For the Soviet Union,
strategy and operational warfare drive the requirement for offensive weapons of
warfare. Hence, their heliborne assets are designed for integrating heliborne
assault and organic aerial fire support. Figures 3-4 and Figure 3-5 provide a

comparison of NATD and Soviet battlefield heiicopters.
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E ' NATO BATTLEFIELD HELIBORNE ASSETS

& AIRCRAFT | ORIGIN | CREW | PAXS | SPEED | RANGE | ENDURANCE | ARMAMENT _
"
N W6-13 UK 2 10 160 kKts 709 km 3.5 hrs variety of MG
ﬁ CLYNX) rkts, cannon
& 5A-330 UK 2 16 150 Kts 630 km 3.0 hrs unarmed
: (PUMA)
s 8A-319 FR 1 3 110 kKts 540 km 3.0 hrs  1x7.62m MG
(Alouette) or ix20mm cannon .

2 or 2x48mm rkt pd
K : or 2xAS-12 ATGM

8A-321 FR 2 30 150 Kts 820 Kkm 3.3 hrs unarmed
(Super Frelon)
2 5A-330 FR 2 16 150 kts 630 km 3.0 hrs unarmed
N (Puma)
. £ -342 FR 2 S 170 kKts 373 km 2.0 hrs 1x20mm cannon
ﬁ zelle) or 2Xé8mm rkt pd
? . or 4XAS-12 ATGM
% SA-365 FR 2 10 136 kts 898 km 4.0 hrs  variety of MG
. (Dauphin) rkts, cannon
[ B0-105 GE 2 3 120 kts 575 km 2.6 hrs  6xHOT ATGM
2 (PAH-1) or 8xTOW ATGM
2 SH-33 GE 3 39 170 kts 300 km 2,7 hrs unarmed
3 {Sea Stallion) '
: UH-1D GE 2 10 110 Kts 475 km 2.5 hrs  2x7.62mm MG
(Huey) (door mtd)
AH-1S us 2 - 170 Kts 550 km 2.2 hrs variety of MG
{Cabra) rkts, ATGM
AH-44 us 2 - 204 Kts 489 km 2.6 hrs  30mm cannon,
(Apacho} rkts, HELLFIRE
. CH-4?7 us 3 33 145 Kts 530 Km 3.5 hrs unarmed
& ¢(Chinook)
OH-%8 us 2 2 120 Kts. &80 Km 3.5 hrs unarmed
(Kiowa)
: UH-1H us 2 12 110 Kts  S11 Km 2.5 hrs  2x7.62mm MG cele
N (Huey) (door mtd’ RN
' UH-60 us '3 14 145 kts 650 km 3.5 hrs  unarmed :

(Black Hawk) |

A Figure 3-4: NATO Helicopter Characteristics [34]
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SOVIET BATTLEFIELD HELIBORNE ASSETS

ACFT | NATQ NAME | CREW | PAXS | SPEED | RANGE | ENDURANCE | ARMAMENT

Mi~2 Hoplite 2 8 115 kts 306 Km 2.0 hrs  4x12.7mm MG
or 4x16 S7nm rkt
or 4xAT-2 ATGM

Mi~-4 Hound 2 14 120 Kts 443 Km 2.3 hrs 1%12.7mm MG
4x16 S7nm rkt
4xAT-2 ATGM

Mi-é Hook S 43 145 Kts 412 Km 3.0 hrs 1%x12.7mm MG
(nose mtd)

Mi-8 Hip 3 32 133 kts 480 Km 2.5 hrs  1x12.7mm MG
éx32 S7mm rKt
4xAT-4 ATGM -

or 4x250 Kg bomb IS
or 2x3500 Kg bomb »
or 1,000 Kg bomb RPN

Mi-24 Hind 2 8 170 kts 480 Kkm 2.5 hrs  4x12.7mm MG
4x32 S57mm rkt
4xAT-6 ATGM e
or 4X250 kg bomb R
or 2x500 kg bomb tIar
or 1,000 kg bomb

Mi-28 Havoc CINFORMATION 18 LYSTED AS CLASSIFIED)

FIGURE 3-41 Soviet Helicapter Characzteristics [35] R
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CHAPTER 4
DESCRI!BING THE OPTIONS: A WARGAMING ANALYSIS

In the previous two chapters, an historical overview of Army Aviation anq
an introduction to European and Soviet aviation were provided. Emphasis was on
determining the characteristics of Army Aviation that suggest its employment as
an operationa! maneuver force. This chapter attempts to answer two gquestions:
does the need exist for an AirMechanized Division; and, if so, at what level of
operational warfare should it be employed. The method used to answer those
questions is a European Conflict Scenario wargaming analysis, comparing three
organizational models. Model A represents a standard US Army corps organized
with an organic Corps Aviation Brigade, and an armored divisiop designated as
the army reserve. Model B represents a US corps having an AirMechanized
Division in lieu of the aviation brigade. And, Model C represents a standard
US Army corps with an AlrMechanized Division designated as the army reserve,
The operational setting for this evaluation is the Central Army Group (CENTAG)
Area of Operations, Allied Forces Central Europe (AFCENT). Because of the
nonavailabiliy of a force-on-force computer-assisted simulation model, the
evaluation process is conducted using the narrative format of the “War Gaming
Analysis" as provided in Chapter 2 of RB 100-9, (3 the Application of

i 2 of i i om eration published by the US Army

Command and General Staff College.[]]

METHQDOLQGY QF COMPARISON

The wargaming analysis compares and evaluates three organizational models
against a single set of criteria under identical combat conditions, initially.
However, it must be recognized that divergent courses of action occur when one
organization possesses a greater operational capability than the others. Under
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| , this circumstance, the wargaming continues along the appropriate courss with
additional commentary provided in the summary. Under no circumstance is any
battlefield task that is required of the Corps Aviation Brigade organization
(Model A) precluded from evaluation by the two notional organizations: Corps

AirMechanized Division (Model B) and an Army AirMechanized Division (Model C).

The criteria for this comparison and evaluation are:
; 1) be immediately responsive to the tield army and corps commander;

2) complement the field army and corps commander’s scheme of maneuver;

3) be capable of simultaneously conducting three dimensional combat -
the deep battle, the close=in battle, and rear area combat operations - without
detriment to committed divisions;

4) be capable of conducting and sustaining independent cross-FLOT
combat operations for a period of 48-72 hours (until lihk-up is effected or
forces fight back through to friendly lines); |

3) minimize battiefield signature through dispersion;

: 6) be capable of massing combat power quickiy at the decisive point and

decisive time across the field army and corps sectory

"7) be capable of conducting combat operations under all environmental
condi tions C(terrain and weather) indigenous to the area of operations;
, 8) retain a high mobility factor for anti-tank ground maneuver forces

in the absence of heliborne Tift assets.

This evaluation concentrates on four situations that represent "windows"
in time. Each situation describes a critical point in the battle, causing the
army or corps commander to make a decision with regard to the commitment of his
aviation and ground combat maneuver resources. Each decision is then evaluatad
using the RB 100~9 wargaming format as a guide, beginning first with the corps
organization having an organic aviation brigade (Model A). This is followed by
the evaluation of a corps having an AirMechanized Division as its aviation unit
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(Model B). Thirdly, the corps is evaluated, only with the field army having an
AirMechanized Division as its reserve (Model C). Upon the completion of each
event, a sunmary of the resulting action is provided. There is no effort made
to concoct a "How To Fight" manual in the course of this chapter. Hence, an
allocation of resources against a prescribed target is assumed to disrupt,

neutralize, or destroy that target as indicated in the supporting narrative.

QEFINING THE WARGAMING ANALYSIS MODEL

This comparison and evaluation process uses a near "realistic" European
conflict scenario, supposing a Warsaw Pact attack against NATO forces in West
Germany. The development of this Eurcpean war scenario is the product of both
a conceptual and an opgrational assessment of the Warsaw Pact threat. The con~-
ceptual assessment is governed by the Knowledge that the United States and the
Soviet Union have reached a position of relative strategic nuclear parity, As
a consequence, the United States realizes that without a credible conventicnal
option, the defense of Western Europe is totally deperdent upon a theater or
strategic nuclear response. Many theorists and world leaders recognize that
such a response only invites mutual destruction. Accordingly, the conventional

forces contained in the flexible response posture have renewed attention.[2]

Current operational assessments of the Soviet-led Warsaw Pact seem to
indicate that their operational plans are based on a short campaign to attack
and break through the NATO defenses, and to seize objectives deep in Western
Europe rapidly. The execution of this plan would be characteriz2d by large
armored forces employed in mass. The effectiveness of the armored forces, in
turn, would be enhanced and protected by the integration of a highly sophis-
ticated air defense system and independent air operatinns. Consequently, the
fundamental concern confronting NATO in a mid-intensity European conflict is

the problem of providing for an effective anti-armor defense.[3]
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A prior-warning, conventional war scenario is used based upon the
assumption that a "no—-notice®, "standing start* attack would not accur due to
its implied need for the preemptive employment of tactical and theater nuclear
weapons. This scenarib ussumes a two week buildup of combat forces, materiel,
and equipment by the Soviet Union in East Borman;. Hungary, and Czechoslovakia.
A corollary response by NATO results in the forward positioning of combat units
in accordance with the European General Defense Plans (GOP), and the deployment
of three divisions from the United States to West Germany. NATO forces are
postured commensurate with an alert status of "Imminent Attack."{4] Soviet
organization for combat and posturing of forces is in accordance with CGSC
publication RB 100-35, Tactics Reference Data, Harriet and William Scotts’s
The Armed Forces of the USSR, David Isby’s Weaponsg and Tactics of the Soviet

Army, and Joseph Douglass’ Sguiet Military Strateqr in Eyrope. The US Army

organization for combat is commensurate with the ARMY 84/°Army of Excellence"
corps and divisional force structure and equipment fielding plans as provided
in CGSC RB 101~1, izational 3_for the Army in _the Fiel General Robert
Close’s Eyrope Withoyt Defenge, and articles by Dr. Jeffrey Record, Richard K.

Betts, and Lieutenant Colonel Waldo Freeman, Jr.(3]

As a means of clarifying the operational disposition of combat forces at
the beginning of the scenario, six figures are provided. Figure 4-1 provides a
notional NATO order of battle aligning US corps and divisions within the CENTAG
Area of Operation. Figure 4-2 provides a list of frontages, depths, distances
and march speeds assocated with Soviet 46rces. Figure 4~3 provides a notional
order of battle for the four Groups of Soviet Forces and non-Soviet Warsaw Pact
armed forces, postulating that the Warsaw Pact attacks across the Inter-Zonal
Border (I1ZB) on three Fronts. It is felt that the armed forces of East Germany

(DDR) and Czechoslovakia are the only non-Soviet combat forces in any of the
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first echelon

armies; other Warsaw Pact forces constitute second echelon armies

and reserves. Figure 4-4 provides an initisl array of forces on a European map

for both the Warsaw Pact and AFCENT armed forces.
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Under NATO, European Armed Forces are divided into three theaters of aperation: g¢:fl

Allied Forces Northern Europe (AFNORTH), Allied Forces Central Europe (AFCENT), Ligiq

| and Allied Forces Southern Europe (AFSQUTH). AFCENT forces are further divided )

\ into Northrzrn Army Group (NORTHAG) and Central Army Group (CENTAG).
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RDER OF BATTLE FOR AG_GR T FORGES

11 (GE) Corps - occupies defensive sector in NORTHAG adjacent to CENTAG

Y _<US) Corps VI1 <US) Corps

11th Armored Cavalry Regiment 2nd Armored Cavalry Regiment SN
3rd Armored Division f§2th Panzer Division S
8th Infantry Division (Mech) ist Armored Division E3:5
. ist Infantry Division (Mech) 3rd Infantry Division (Mech) Loy

4th Infantry Division (Mech) 9
I11 (GE) Cerps - CENTAG’s southern corps; occupies sector adjacent tc AFSOUTH i

2nd Armored Division constitutes CENTAG’s reserve in Model A;
in Model B and Model C, is deployed into III (US) Corps sector,

FIGURE 4-1: Order 0f Battle For NATO’s Central Army Group’s Ground Forces

1ET FO FRONTAGES , DEPLOYMENTS DISTANCES AND MARCH SP

Qescription | Regiment | Divigign | Army | Eront
Attack Sector 5 -10 20 - 40 100 - 200 200 - 500
Main Frontage 4 - ? 10 - 1S 40 - 80 80 - 250+
Deptnh (Immediate Obj) 8 - 15 20 - 30 100 - 150 250+
Depth (Subsequent Qb;) 20 - 30 S0 - 70 200 - 250+ 300 - 300
Distance Between Echelions 5 - 15 20 - 30 a0 - 35 40 - 80+
(Attacking)
March Speed <(Day) 30-49 Km per hr

(l.imi ted Visibility) 20-30 km per hr
Meeting Engaqements; The first battles of the next war in Europe will

probably be meeting engagements. A division‘s Reconnaissance Battalion is
approximately one day’s march ¢(50-100 km) out in front of the division main
body, and the lead regiment’s reconnaissance company is out in front a half-
day’s march (20-350 Km), spread over a 10-15 km sector, It will take 40-%0
minutes for the main body of a regiment, which can stretch from 28 to 30 kilo-
meters in length, to come up to the point of contact. The Soviets will use
this time to position regimental and divisional artillery, Both direct and
indirect artillery fire will support a regimental attack, with an artitliery
offensive lasting from 10-20 minutes to 30-40 minutes. As an additional point A
of information, battalions always stay on one route; reqiments on one or twoj R
divisions have up to four primary routes, ot

FIGURE 4-2: Soviet Frontages, Deployment Distances and March Speeds{é]
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.o
4 QROER OF GATTLE FOR WARSAW PACT GROUND COMPAT FORCES
NORTHWESTERN FRONT

15t ECHELON 20d_ECHELON

'S 4th Combined Arms Army 30th Combined Arms Army (Pole)

o Sist MRD 13th TKD 718t MRD é4th TkD

. 12th TKD

. S3rd MRD $2nd MRD 72nd MRD é6th TKD

5?] 2nd Guards Army

94th GMRD 8th GMRD .

16th GTKD

- 32nd MRD 9th GTKD

s

ﬁ CENTRAL FRONT

» et ECHELON |

L 3rd Shock Army 20th Tank Army ‘

" 207th MRD 11¢h MRD 12th GTKD éth GMRD

N tst MRD 14th MRD |

~ 47th TkD 10th GTKD 7th GTKD 25th TkD |
!

P’ 11th GTkD (Independent) |

. 8th Guards Army

N 9th TkD 20th GTKD

o 4th MRD

i S7th GMRD 27th GMRD

- |

- SOUTHWESTERN FRONT

b.:'-.

T 1st Guards Army 16th Combined Arms Army (Czech) |

o 39th MRD éth GTKD 22nd MRD 33rd TKD f

Sth GTKD |

. 79th GMRD 17th TkD 24th MRD 35th TKD

-

T 98th Combined Arms Army (Czech)

E‘_‘ 81st MRD 75th TkD

83rd MRD 79th MRD

v Soviet Forces are divided into five (J) services: Strategic Rocket Forces,

. Ground Forces, Air Forces (Long Range Aviation and Transportation Aviation),

Ef Navy, and Troops of National PY0O, They are divided into four Groups of Soviet

- Forces abroad and sixteen Soviet Military Districts, which include Soviet

o combat forces other than the Strautegic Rocket Forces and Troops of National Air

- Defense. Armed forces of the Soviet Union also include the Border Guards and

AN Internal Troops as well as Troops of the Tyl (rear services) and Civil Defense

o Troops.

L ‘
&y FIGURE 4-3: Order of Battie for Warsaw Pact Combat Forces[7]
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FIGURE 4-4: Operational Map of Central Europe at Beginning of War Game An.lvsis
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*ARMY OF EXCELLENCE" CORPS AVIATION BRIGADE
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FIGURE 4-3: Organizational Diagram for Corps Aviation Brigade

PROPOSED AIRMECHANIZED DIVISION
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FIGURE 4-61 Organizational Diagram for AirMechanized Division
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BUILDING THE SCENAR;O: The Soviet strategic plan directs an attack across

the Wett Eurocpean inter-zonal border with three Fronts. The Northwestern Front
is to conduct a supporting attack along two axes: the northern axis lies in the
direction of SCHWERIN-HAMBURG-EREMERHAVEN; the southern axis folliows the line
WITTENBERGE-BREMEN-EMDEN. The Nor thwestern Front cbjectives are to neutralize
major NATO sea ports of debarkation, jeopardize CENTAG’s northern flank by
disrupting NORTHAG’S defense plan, and cause the early withdrawal of Danish,
Dutch, and Belgian combat forces and their corresponding political and economic
support. The primary Soviet offensive effort is conducted by the Central Front
which attacks on two major axes. The northern axis is identified by the line
MADGEBURG-PADERBORN-WUPPERTAL-COLOGNE, and the southern axis is along the GOTHA
-FULDA-WIESBADEN Corridor, The principle objective of this offensive is the
Rhine River—Rdhr Valley industrial sprawl that lies from Frankfurt north to the
Cologne-Diesburg area. The Southwestern Front conducts limited supporting
attacks in southern West Germany on two axes of advance to secure the southern
flank of the Central Front and to prevent the Seventh US Corps from influencing
the main effort. 1Its primary axis of advance is the HOF-NURENBURG Corridor,

with a secondary effort south along the FURTH-REGENSBURG-MUNICH Approach.,

By 18 December 198_, the US National Intelligence Agency had compiled
sufficient indicators and intelligence to alert field forces of an impending
cross-border attack by Warsaw Pact forces. Soviet military forces were in the
process of positioning combat units well forward of their normal training areas -
and massive quantities of war stocks, ammunition, petroleum products, engineer
materiels and electronice equipment were being moved into army and divisional
supply depots. Along the West German-East German-Czechoslovakian Border (12Z8B),
Soviet combat units were in an increased vigilance posture in preparation for
offensive operations. The United States Mational Command Authority elected to
depioy the i1st Infantry Division (Mech), the 4th Infantry Division (Mech), and
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the 2nd Armored Division to Germany under the auspices of Exercise WINTEX 8_.
Furthermore, a Presidential 100,000-man Call-Up was promulgated and announced

publically as a response to increased tensions in the Middle East,

? As of 30 December 198_, the three American divisions have completed their
| deployment to West Germany and joined their respective US Corps. NATO forces

| in Western Eurcpe are on alert posturing, with all units deployed and occupring
their initial General Defense Plan (GDP) battle positions. Evacuation of :
nonessential non-combatants has been completed. The German Territorial Army

has been able to minimize the effects of demonstrations and refugee movements,

The few sabotage/clandestine operations have created only minimal disruptions

to the forwird dispiacement of forces and combat service support¢ operations.

As of 2400, 31 December 198_, the situation is as depicted in Figure 4-4,

In CENTAG, the Fifth and Seventh US Corps are positioned in sector with their
respective armored cavalry regiments (reinforced) conducting covering force
operations and their divisions deployed in defensive positions in accordance
with the GDP. The 1st Infantry Division and the 4th Infantry Division are
designated as their respective corps reserve/counterattack force. However,
prior permission must be received from CENTAG before each of these divisions
can be committed in a force larger than briqade-size. For Model A, the 2nd
Armored Division constitutes the CENTAG reserve; for Models B and C, it has
been deployed into the Third <(US) Corps sector. The Third German Corps is
defending in CENTAG’s southern sector with each division controlling its own

covering force. Its reserve consists of one Panzer (armored) division.

i i rps Aviation Bri ¢ (Models A ) In both US Corps$, the
corps commanders have placed one attack helicopter regiment of the Corps

Aviation Brigade under the operational control (opcon) of the Covering Force
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commander, with an "on order® mission to provide an attack helicopter battalion
‘opcon’ to each of two forward deployed American divisions once the covering
force battle has been handed off to the divisions in the Main Battle Area
(MBA). The Seventh US Corps Commander has decided to attempt to shape the
battie in his sector by permitting a "controlled penetration® in the south to

facilitate his counterattack plan.

i iti AirMechani ivigion ¢(Model B): In the Fifth US Corps, the
AirMechanized Division has been directed to place one of its three attack heli-
copter regiments ‘opcon’ to the Covering Force Task Force commander and given
the additional requirement to plan for a cross-FLOT attack against the leading
regiments of the enemy’s second echelon division, to be executed on order. In
addition; upon completion of the covering force bat{lo, one at&ack helicopter
battalion is %o be released “opcon’ to each of the forward deployed American
divisions and the remaining force reverts back to divisional control. In the
Seventh US Corps, the commander’s operational plan calls for developing and
shaping a "controlled penetration’ in the southern portion of his sector to be
followed by a massive counterattack to destroy the enemy forces in pocket whiile
simultaneously attacking deep to delay and disrupt follow-on forces. For this
plan, the corps commander has elected to retain the integrity of the notional

AirMechanized Division once the covering force battle has been handed cff to

the divisions in the Main Battie Area.

Ei D-DAY, THE WARSAW PACT INVASION.

?TT At 0400, 1 January 198_, the Warsaw Pact launched its invasion of Western
?: Europe with seventeen divisions in the first echelon of three Soviet Fronts,
%:' Due to massive Soviet air attacks and independent air operations, NATO“s Air
t;t Forces have been unabie to apportion attack aircraft against the Battlefield

Air Interdiction (BAl) campaign. The USAF A-10 was considered too vulnerable
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to be flown in a Close ARi» Support (CAS) role. In CENTAG, the V (US) Corps
faces one division of the 3rd Shock Army and three divisions of the 8th Guards
Army. The VII (US) Corps defends against three divisions of the 1st Guards

Army, and the IIl1 (GE) Corps is opposed by two divisions from the $8th Combined

Arms Army (Czech).

SITUAT (D~ +8) 3 (Figure 4-7, Situation Map)

Al though the covering force battles in the VII (US) and 111 (GE) Corps
were extremely successful, with enemy first echelon regimonts'boing rendered
combat ineffective, the tactical situation in V (US) Corps sector is somewhat
tenuous. Successive artillery barrages from long-range cannon fires dislodged
the northernmost armored cavalry squadron of the Covering Force from its
initial defensive positions and disrupted its rearward movement into secondary
battle positions. Dismounted motorized infantry, supported by M-8 'H}p'
helicopters, provided accurate anti-tank fires against the cavalry’s adjacent
armor battalion which attempted to shift laterally to plug the gap. The battle
in the corps’ south has been characterized by numerous air-to-air engagements
between Soviet Mi-28 ®Havoc" and Mi-24 "Hind" helicopters and the cavalry’s
AH-64 "Apache” attack helicopters. The Covering Force cnmmander has committed
one attack helicopter battalion in the north in an effort to balance the combat
power ratio so that a coherent defense might be reestablished. He committed
two attack battalions in the south (Model B: one air cavalry squadron and one
attack battalion) in an air-to~-air combat role, supporting the forces in the
center of sector with his remaining two attack helicopter battalions C(one from
each of the two forward division’s combat aviation brigades). The corps
commander is faced with making a decision concerning the applicaton of combat
forces to develop the battiefield, strike deep, and seize the initative from
the attacking force. Table 4-1 lists the dispositon of the V (US) Corps combat
forces availabie for planning purposes.
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TA 4-1: V <U R POSIT F _COMBAT F S ¢as of D-Day, H+&)

(LAND)  BATTALIGN (AIR) oA
WNIT MECH ARMOR ATK/CAY DISPOSITION o
3rd Armd Div i
ist Bde 2 2 defend position g
2nd Bde b 2 defend position [
3rd Bde 1 1 reserve assy area ° -
Div Cav i screens corps flank "]
CAB 2 1-CFA, 1-reserve g
8th Inf Div (M) R
1st Bde 2 2 defend position il
2nd Bde 2 2 defend position Fod
3rd Bde 1 1 reserve assy area o
Div Cav - screens corps flank
-V 2 1-CFA, 1-reserve
11th Aarmd Cav Regt
Armd Cav Sqdn 3 committed in CFA
Air Cav Trp 1 committed in CFA
Atk Hel Co 1 © committed in CFA

- ee e e e Em R W W W W W G e W W W W @ B @ T W@ W @ W E e W W W@ W ™ @ @ W = W W -

AVIATION ASSETS

(Model A)

Corps Aviation Brigade
ist Atk Hel Regt
2nd Atk Hel Regt

committed in CFA
reserve assy area

# 0% % # ® F X % X X % X X R F X 2 ¥ R % X X X * ¥ X %

{Model1 B)
AirMechanized Division

ist Atk Hel Regt 3 committed in CFA
2nd AtK Hel Regt 3 reserve assy area
3rd AtK Hel Regt 3 reserve assy area
Light Atk Bde 3 (AAsT D) 3 1AM reserve assy area

# % O ¥ ¥ % X % % O X 2 X X X F X X ¥ ® * X X * % * *

(Model C) R
Corps Aviation Brigade Sy
ist Atk Hel Regt 3 committed in CFA
2nd Atk Hel Regt 3 reserve assy area

{04
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Option #1: Commit additional attack helicopter battalion(s) into Covering
Force battle., This would provide additional combat power to the
endangered cavalry squadron and *its adjacent armored battalion in

the north.

Option #2:1 Commit ali or a portion of the 3rd Armored Division reserve to
assist in the cOvoring‘Forco battie. This could be accomplished
by conducting a limited attack into the left flank of ihe enemy’s
penetration or by deploying forward into alternate battle positions

to support by fire.
! Option #3: Withdraw the Covering Force elements in front of the 3rd Armored
Division and continue to fight the Covering Force battle in front

of the 8th Infantry Division.

Option #4: Withdraw the entire Covering Force and assume the battle in the

Main Battle Area oy the forward deployed brigades in position.

Decigiong The V (US) Corps commander adopts Option #3 as his course of
action, withdrawing the Covering Force in front of the 3rd Armored Division
while continuing to fight the Covering Force battle in front of the 8th
Infantry Division. Due to the lack of depth in the Covering Force Area, the
corps commander assessed this course of action as possessing the least amount
of risk while retaining flexibility to respond to subsequent enemy activities.

Even though the Covering Force had the mission to defend in sector, it was

considered too early in the battlie, with coordination and time requirements too

excessive, to commit additional or reserve forces, As a part of his decision,
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the corps commander decides to place the attack helicopter battalion from the
Corps Aviation Brigade already in sector ‘opcon’ to the 3rd Armored Division, )

increasing the number of attack helicopter battalions in that sector to three,

ir i iv
Option #1: Commit additional attack helicopter battalion(s) into Covering
Force battle. This would provide additional combat power to the
endangered cavalry squadron and its adjacent armored battalion in

the north.

Option #2: Commit all or a purtion of the 3rd Armored Division reserve to

assist in the Covering Force Battie. This could be accomp!ished

by conducting a Timited attack into the left flank of the enemy’s
penetration, or deploying forward into alternate battie positions
to support by fire. As a variation to this option, the corps

commander could employ a Light Attack Battalion (LAB) ¢rom the

AR SN
-

AirMechanized Division to provide additional combat power to the

Covering Force without disrupting the division’s defense plan.

CEET.T . aTeTE Ty e

Option #3: Withdraw the Covering Force elements in front of the 3rd Armored g
Division and continue to fight the Covering Force battie in front

of the 8th Infantry Division.

«aT.THF ®H-3 %

Option #4: Withdraw the entire Covering Force and assume the battle in the E
Main Battle Area by the forward depioyed brigades in position. ?
ecisiont The corps commander adopts Option #3 as his course of action, as ;

well. Although the Light Attack Battalion could provide additional firepower
and mobility to restore the original FLOT, the commander does not assess the
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risk in front of the 3rd Armored Division proportionate to the coordination
requirements necessary to employ this force. Furthermore, the corps commander
has directed that a plan be written for a spoiling attack to be conducted by
the AirMechanized Division against the leading regiments of the second echelon

division on D+1i.

§f Acti i iy) Since the corps force
structure is the same as Model A, the corps commander is presented with the
same options and &akos the same decision., Model C provides the CENTAG
Commander with a unique asset for which he must make the decision as to when,
where and how it will be conmitted. At this time, no requ.rement exists for

its employment,

Resylts of ion Taken
V_<US) Corps Sector: As of D-Day, H+i1é, e¢lements of the corps Covering Force

in front of the 3rd Armored Division have withdrawn through the division’s
QQfonsos. The disrupted armored cavalry squadron is now screening the corps
northern boundary with the I1 (GE) Corps, and the armored battalion has moved
into the 3rd Brigade’s assembly area as a part of the division’s reserve,
Defending forces in the main battie area are engaged in heavy combat and are
being subjected to intense artillery barrages. The penetration in the 8th
Infantry Division’s sector was blunted, but at a severe cost in attack heli-
copters. The Covering Force (-), having suffercd moderate to heavy losses, was
forced to withdraw through the 8th Infantry Division. First echelon divisions

of the 8th Guards Army continue to press the attack.

VII ¢US) Corps_Sector: The Covering Force continues to delay and defend in
sector against the first echelon divisions of the lst Guards Army; losses are

judged to be light to moderate. The corps commander continues to shape the
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battlefield and plans to execute a limited counterattack with the 4th Infantry
Division against the second echelon &th Guards Tank Division once the enemy’s
first echelon has been committed into the “"controlled penetration® zone. No

other significant activities have occurred.

111 <GE) Corps Sector: The corps continues to defend against the two first

echelon divisions of the 98th Combined Arms Arny {Czech), whose attack stalled
out along the forward edge of the main battle area (FEBA). The corps commander
decided not to launth an early spoiling attack or counterattack until the

disposition of the second echelon Army is clearly identified.

T (D+ (Figure 4-8, Situation Map)

V ¢US) Corpg Sectory During the night, the socond.ocholon divisions of the
3rd Shock Army and Bth Guards Army attacked through the remnants of their first
echelon dibi!ions. The relentless prassure applied by continuous artillery
bombardments and close-in fighting caused the withdrawal and repositioning of
the 3rd Armored Division into secondary defensive positions, It is currently
defending against the 10th Guards Tank Division and 20th Guards Tank Division.
The Bth Infantry Division continues to defend against the second echelons of
the 4th and 37th Mutorizod Rifle Divisions. Commitment of the ¢irst echelon
regiments of the 27th Guards Motorized Rifle Division has been delayed by the
employment of attack helicopters from corps. A regiment of the 14th Motorized
Rifle Division conducted a heliborne assault, resulting in the capture «f the
Amoneburg Heights. A battalion-size airmobile insertion was conducted into the
rear of the 3rd Armored Divizion, in the vicinity of Giessen, which has been
contained by elements of the division’s fosoruo. A second battalion-size air
assault was conducted into the rear of the 8th Infantry Division, near the town
of Schlichtern; it has been rontained by that division’s rear area combav force

also. OV-1D SLAR and satellite reconnaissance have identified the movement of
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the 11th Guards Tank Division (Independent) into the corps area. Indications
are that it will try to linK-up with the regiment in Amoneburg and continue its

advance toward the city of Giessen, At this point the corps commander is faced

with another critical decision. He must decide which unit to commit against

Lo L N

v
’

the rear area threat in Amoneburg, and the time and piace to attack the 1ilth )
Guards Tank Division. Forces available to the corps commander for planning TR

purposes are listed in Table 4-2,
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FIGURE 4-8: Situation Map [V ({US) Corpsl
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- TABLE 4-21 U (US) CORPS DISPOSITION OF T FORCES (as of D + 1) 7
y.: (LAND)  BATTALION  (AIR) o
;' UNIT MECH ARMOR ATK/CAY DISPOSITION o
. I
- 3rd Armd Div
. ist Bde 2 2 2 in combat
‘:7 2nd Bde 2 2 2 in combat
- 3rcd Bde 1 1 reserve assy area .
: Div Cav 1 RACO - Giessen . e
CAB - opcon ist/2nd Bdes e
8th Inf Div (M)
1st Bde 2 2 i in combat
2nd Bde 2 2 1 in combat
3rd Bde 1 1 reserve assy ared o
. Div Cav 1 RACO - Schlichtern I8
N CaB - opcon ist/2nd Bdes o
11th Armd Cav o
;L st Cav Sqdn - reserve assy arei L
.y 2nd Cav Sqdn 1 screen northern f1ank -
i 3rd Cav Sqdn 1 combat loss -~
- g Air Cav Trp - combat less -
o Atk Hel Trp - combat loss
. et
e ist Infantry Division (Corps reserve) -
e e e e
2 (Model A) -
o Corps Aviation Brigade i~
" 1st Atk Hel Regt - 2 opcon 3AD, 1 loss e
5 2nd Atk Hel Regt 3 reserve assy area
;iﬁ PR SR ST T T S TN SENT S JUNE SN JNNE JUNE SUNEJNNE S ST SUNE SENE JUNE BENE ST SN TN S o
> (Modei B) =
35 AirMechanized Division : “
‘- ist Atk Hel Regt - 2 opcon 3AD, 1 loss - i
o 2nd Atk Hel Regt 3 reserve assy area o
& 3rd Atk Hel Regt 3 reserve assy area .
o Light Atk Bde 3 (AAsit) 3 (LAV) reserve assy area K
9 PR I N TR I N TN K T T S SN TN TN Y ST SN ST TN TN BN TN TN TR B -
!‘,: o
;:; (Mode! C) :
-, Corps Aviation Brigade
o 1st Atk Hel Regt - 2 cpcon 3AD, | loss o
2nd Atk Hel Regt 3 reserve assy area A
s o
. ’-‘_*.
fﬂ u\
-
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Option #1: Contain the regiment at Amoneburg with a Task Force under the
command and control of the Corps Aviation Brigade; plan for a
counterattack against the 11th Guards Tank Division with the 1st

Infantry Division.

Option #2: Contain the regiment at Amoneburg with a Task Force under the
command and control of the 11th Armored Cavalry Regiment. This
unit must be reinforced since it has only one uncommitted battalion
Conduct a deep attack with the Corps Aviation Brigade to delay and

disrupt the 11th Guards Tank Division.

Option #3: Contain the regiment at Amoneburg with a Task Force under the
command and control of a brigade from the tst Infantry Division.
Use the Corps Aviation Brigade to delay and disrupt the 11th Guards
Tank Division until the i1st Infantry Division counterattacks into

its flank.

Decision: The corps commander adopts Option 2 as his course of action, By
using the 11th Armored Cavalry Regiment, the corps commander is able to
optimize his span of control and still not overburden his subordinate
headquarters. The commander orders one attack helicopter battalion from the
Corps Aviation Brigade be placed ‘opcon’ to the 11th Armored Cavalry Regiment,
creating a two-battalion Task Force, and directs the Aviation Brigade (-) to
conduct a “deep attack® against the 1ith Guards Tank Division to delay its
entry into the main battle area, disrupt its scheme of maneuver, and confuse
the enemy’s command and control functions. The corps commander anticipates the
arrival of the 20th Tank Army into the MBA to be within twenty-four hours and
elects to retain the integrity of the ist Infantry Division so that it can be
111
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committed in force against the lead regiments. The commander estimates that
o the Corps Aviation Brigade (=) will be capable of delaying the 11th Guards Tank
o Division Tong enough for the 3rd Armored Division to finish the close-in battle

in its sector and shift its main effort against that division.

‘:{ Courses of Action <Model B, Corps AirMech Div)i
Option #11 Contair the regiment at Amoneburg with a Task Force from the

AirMechanized Division, Employ the AirMechanized Division ¢=) in a

?: delay and disrupt role against the 11th Guards Tank Division.,

<

QQ Option #2: Contain the regiment at Amoneburg with a Task Force using the 11th
Eﬁ ACR as the controlling headquarters. Conduct a counterattack with
fx the AirMechanized Division against the 1ith Guards Tank Division
'jf before it has an opportunity to close into the main battle area.
-

2 Ontion #3: Contain the regiment at Amoneburg with a Task Force from the 1st
‘-.'.._

3 ‘ Infantry Division. Leave the remnants of the 11th Armored Cavalry
\": '

~ Regiment in place te reconstitute and continue to occupy a blocking

position between the two divisions on line. Use the AirMechanized

Division to “attack deep® against the 11th Guards Tank Division.

Decision: The corps commander adopts Option #2 as his course of action. W

reacts quickly to the rear areathreat by dispatching a Light Attack Battalion,

an airmobile infantry battalion ¢(in an air assault mode), and an attack heli-
copter battalion to contain the enemy’s regiment at Amoneburg while the 1ith

12 Armored Cavalry Regiment deploys its headquarters, supporting artillery, and

its armored cavalry squadron into the area. Upon arrival of the 11th Armored
Cavalry Regimant, command and control is transferred to the regiment, and the
'f; attack helicopter battalion and Light Attack Battalion become ‘opcon’ to it.
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Concurrently, tho'corps commander tasks the AirMechanized Division to execute a
deep attack against the 11th Guards Tank Division to delay, disrupt and destroy
the division before it can enter the corps’ main battle area and influence the
close-in battle. By committing this force early, he has seized the initiative
by not permitting the enemy’s tank division the opportunity to determine the

time and place of commitment nor its direction of attack.

Courses of Action (Model C. CENTAG AirMech Divd: Since the corps force

structure is the same as Model A, the corps commander is presented with the
same options and makes the same decision. The CENTAG Conmander does not see
the requirement to commit the AirMechanized Division in any sector at this

point.

Resylts of Action Taken <(Model A apnd Mode]l C): The corps was able to seal off
the enemy force by coomitting its Rear Aﬁo; Combat Operations (RACO) force (the
regimental task force), but was unable to dislodge the enemy from the natural
defenses afforded by the dominant terrain. The time required to deploy the
task force provided the enemy regiment an opportunity to reinforce its hasty
defense. Soviet "Hip" and "Hind" close air support has been ineffective due to
a concentrated air defense effort by "Stinger" teams, and the attack helicopter

battalion from corps.

Results of Action Taken (Model B): The arrival of the Light Attack Battalion

and attack helicopter battalion at Amaneburg was early enough to disrupt the
enemy regiment., Accurate direct and indirect artillery fires harassed the
enemy’s efforts to reinforce his hasty defensive positions. The mobility and
firepower of the Light Attack Battalion and attack helicopter battalion com-
bined tn orchestrate a tactical "minuet," causing the enemy to constantly shift
his orientation., A combined effort of aerial rocket, missile, and artillery
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attacks against the southern fortress wall created an assailable flank in the
enemy’s defense. The . arrival of the armored cavalry squadron gave the Task
Force commander sufficient combat power to successfully assaylt the Amoneburg
Heights and create a break in the enemy’s defense. Currently the Regimental
TasKk Force is conducting a ciearing operation in the city. The AirMechanized
Division is engaged in decisive combat against the 11th Guards Tank Division in
the vicinity of Bad Hersfeld. As the air and ground mobile forces continue to
delay, disrupt, and attrit the enamy’s forces, the infantry battalions are
preparing company-size anti-armer ambush sites along probable enemy avenue of
aproach, By continuously attacking the flanks and rear of the first echelon
regiments, the division commander is shaping the enemy’s route of advance into

the prepared "Kkill zones."

Vi1 ¢<US) Corps Sector: At 2300, D+1, the corps commander withdrew his

Covering Force under immense pressure, and the battle was handed off to the
three divisions defending forward in the main battle area. The 1st Guards Army
resumed the offensive by attacking with its second echelon forces, the 4th
Guards Tank Division and 17th Tank Division. The 12th Panzer Division (German)
is opposed by two regiments of the éth Guards Tank Divisionjy and, the st
Armored Division defends against a regiment of the &th Guards Tank Division and
two regiments of the 1?th Tank Division. The 3rd Infantry Division is subject
to only light to moderate pressure, being opposed by remnants of the ?%th
Guards Motorized Rifle Division and a regiment from the 17th Tank Division.
0V-1D SLAR had detected the forward movement of the 14th Combined Arms Army
(Czech), tha Southwestern Front’s second echelon Army. The corps commandar
plans to execute the counterattack against the 22nd Motorized Rife Division on

D+2, using the 4th Infantry Division.
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g rps S i The corps continues to defend against the remnants of

the two first echelon divisions of the 98th Combined Arms Army .and the leading

regiments of two second echelon divisions. Intelligence reports indicate the

S movement of the 24th Motorized Rifle Division into the corps "deep battle* L

;ﬁ , area, No other significant activities have occurred in this sector. "
2 o
. - .“:'::“
SITUATION 3 <D+2)1 .

The CENTAG Commander has identified the Central Front’s main effort as

being against the ¥V (US) Corps. Intelligence reports indicate first echelon
o~ regiments of the 20th Tank Army, Central Front’s second echelon Army, are & g
32 within 30 kilometers of the Front Line O Own Troops (FLOT). Though elements -
Eﬁ of the 24th Infantry Division (Mech) are arriving in the European Theater, it
will not be available for commitment as a divisional force under CENTAG control
prior to D+é, The 4th Allied Tactical Air Force (4ATAF) continues to conduct
offensive-air and counter-air cperations in an attempt to gain air superiority.
It is stil) unable to commit any Air Force assets to battlefield air interdic-
tion (BAl), although it has made available 50 sorties of A-10’s for close air

support (CAS), The CENTAG Commander has given priority of close air support to

V (US) Corps, allocating 25 sorties.

N (US> Cor r_(Mogel H (Figure 4-9) The corps commander is faced
- with the dilemma of how to conduct the "deep battle® without the benefit of Air ?3§
‘55 Force BAl., The only uncommitted force in the corps area of operations is the
:g 18t Infantry Division. Even though the 1ith Guards Tank Division and two
; divisions of the 20th Tank Army are within range of his conventional "Lance" ﬁf{
ig missiies, the corps commander is hesitant to employ this weapon system for fear :f‘
%E that a retaliatory "launch on warning" nuclear response might be forthcoming by Eé;i
the Sovieis. Furthermore, he must decide how and where to provide a strong, ;jj
coherent defense against the 20th Tank Army. The mission of the corps is to i{i}
115 *
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defend forward of Phase Line ROMEQ to orevent enemy forces froem further
penetrating the corps sector and to deiay, disrupt and attrit the first echeion
divisions of the 20th Tank Army unti! the Znd Armored Division {CENTAG £
reserve) is in position to support V Corps operations. Tabie 3-3 lists the

forces available to the corps commander for planning.
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TJABLE 4-3: DISPOSITION QF V <US) CORPS FORCES Cas of D+2)

(LANDY BATTALION (AIR)
_UNIT MECH _ARMOR ATK/CaV DISPOSITION

3rd Armd Div

ist Bde 2 3 2 in combat

2nd Bde 2 2 2 in combat

3rd Bde i 1 in combat

Cav Sqdn 1 reserve assy area

CAB - opcon 1st/2nd Bdes
8th Inf Div (M)

fst Bde 2 2 1 in combat

2nd Bde 3 1 1 in combat

3rd Bde 1 2 in combat

Cav Sqdn 1 screening rt fiank

CAB - opcon 1st/2nd Bdes
11th Armd Cav Regt

1st Armd Cav 1 screening n, flank

2nd Armd Cav 1 RACO - Amoneburg

3rd Amd Cav
Air Cav Trp
AtK Hel Co

1st Inf Div (M)

Strengths remain unchanged from Table 4-1

combat loss
combat loss
combat loss

(Model1 A)

Corps Aviation Brigade
1st Atk Hel Regt
2nd Atk Hel Regqt

¥ ® % X %X * X *

(Model B)

AirMechanized Division
ist Atk Hel Regt
2nd Atk Hel Regt
3rd Atk Hel Regt
Lt Atk Bde

# X X X X ® 2 *

(Model O)

Corps Aviation Brigade
1st Atk Hel Regt
2nd Atk Hel Regt

3 (AAs1t)

& ® »

3 (LAV)

% * #

w w

* ®

2 opcon - 1 cbt loss
1 RACO - 2 in combat

¥ * X * 0 * *

2 opcon - 1 cbt loss
1 RACO - 2 in combat
. in combat

1 RACO - 2 in combat

* % % X X A %

2 opcon - | cbt loss
1 RACO - 2 in combat
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Option #1: Continue to defend in sector with the 3rd Armored Division and 8th
Infantry Division. Conduct a counterattack with the lst Infantry
Division against the 11th Guards Tank Division and qontinue through

to disrupt and destroy forces of the 20th Tank Army.

Option #2: Continue %o defend in sector with the 3rd Armored Division and 8th
Infantry Division, Execute an "absorbed penetration® between the
3rd Armored Division and 8th Infantry Division, and counterattack
with the ist Infantry Division against leading regiments of the
20th Tank Army in the “penetration zone®. Assume that the 3rd
Armored Division (reinforced with attack helicopter battalion)

can decisively defeat the attritted 11th Guards Tank Division.

Option #3: Employ the 1st Infantry Division on line with 3rd Armored Division

. ,..,-_
. = e twk - .
- SO R
Tela
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g AN AT

and 8th Infantry Division, either in a defensive position north of

g WY v
e

3rd Armored Division, or in position between the two divisions.

Option #4: Conduct a counterattack with the i1st Infantry Division forward of
the FLOT, using an axis of advance either around the left flank of
3rd Armored Division, or through the center of the corps’ sector

betwean the two divisions on line.

Pecision: The corps commander choses Option #1 as his course of action. He -

feels that the 11th Guards Tank Division can be defeated in detail prior to

penetrating the main battle area and that the 3rd Armored Division and the 8th éii
Infantry Division could finish the close-in battles in their sectors prior to ;53
the arrival of the follow-on regiments of the 14th Motorized Rifie Division (-) é;;;
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and the 7th Guards Tank Diﬁision. Using surprise to maneuver against the flank
of the 12th Guards Tank Division, the corps commander envisions a short, very
violent battle against the disrupted and attritted first echelon regiments of
that division. The 1st Infantry Division passes its uncommitted brigade south
of the battle to intercept and disrupt the leading regiment of the 14th Motor-
ized Rifle Division (=), By continuing to press the attack with two brigades,
the 1st Infantry Division should be able to finish the battle by the morning of
D+3 and join the 3rd Brigade in its attack against the 14th Motorized Rifle
Division (=Y. The corps commander feels confident that 3rd Armored Division
and B8th Infantry Division can successfuliy defend against the 7th Guards Tank
Division, if its attack can be delayed until the morning of D+3. The corps
commander also recognizes that if he choses to counterattack through divisions
in contact, the requirement would exist for massive artillery and aerial fire
support to create a penetration zoﬁe in the enemy’s combat formations. The
shoulders of this penetration would have to be held open for an extended period
2% time, which means that he &ould lose an unafforadably large percentage of
his combat strength just in securing the unit’s arrival into the target zrea

before having an opportuniy to engage the objective forces.

YV <US) Corps ¢Model B, Corps AirMechanized Division): (Figure 4-10)

The AirMechanized Division continues to conduct a successful counterattack
against the 11th Guards Tank Division in vicinity of Bad Hersfeld, The corps
commander has determined that success depends upon slowing the advance of the
leading regiments of the 14th Motorized Rifle Division (-) and the 7th Guards
Tank Division. K2 feels confident tﬁat the AirMechanized Division will be able
to finish the fight with the 11th Guards Tank Division within eight hours and

can redirect its main effort against the 14th Motorized Rifle Division (=-).
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Actign (Model B):
Option #1: Have the AirMechanized Division attack the 14{th Motorized Rifle

Division (=) once it has finished the battle against the 1ith
Guards Tank Division at Bad Hersfeid. Absorb the attack of the

7th Guard; Tank Division and counterattack into its flank qith

the 1st Infantry Division ta destroy enemy forces in contact and

follow=on rec.mants.

Option #2: Counterattack with the ist Infantry Division against the 14th
Motorized Rifle Division (=), while the AirMechanized Division
continues its fight with the 11th BGuards Tank Division. Defend

against the 7th Guards Tank Division with the two divisions that

are currently on line in the corps sector.

ign: The corps commander selects Option #1 as his course of action. He
feels that the greatest threat to his defenses is posed by the 7th Guards Tank
Division. As such, he wants the division to commit its first echelon regiments
initially before counterattacking with the ist Infantry Division. This permits
a greater degree of filexibility and less riskK than attacking the 7th Guards
Tank Division before it reaches the FLOT. 1t also serves to narrow the axis of
advance and siows the movement of the 14th Motorized Rifle Division (=), which

can then be engaged later by the AirMechanized Division.

V_<US) Corpy Sityation and Courge of Action (Model €): The corps commander was

faced with the same tactical situation and possihle courses o action as
represented in Mode! A. In this case, however, the CENTAG Commander responds
to & request by V (US) Corps commander to commit the AirMechanized Division in
a deep counterattack against 7th Guards Tank Division. This permits the two

major threats against the corps/CENTAG vital area to be simultanevusliy engaged
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and defeated. This course of action is dissimilar to the options in Model A in o
ﬁé that the CENTAG Conmander recognizes that ¢in Model A) the 2nd Armored Division Eii
:‘ can not be conmitted into the battle at the decisive point due to the lack of Ff?
fg response time required to conduct the 60 kilometer road march necessary prior i?g
.E: to commitment. This action differs only slightly from that of Model B, Most E;;
N important, it permits both threat divisions to be engaged "simul taneously." . fﬁz‘
32 The AirMechanized Division provides the flexible, rapid response necessary for giE
!g the CENTAG Commander to influence the battle. ézg
:Q Results of Action Taken <Model Ad3 The 1st Infantry Division launched its 5

2

s B SR

counterattack in the direction of Giessen-Neukirchen-Bad Hersfeld against the

11th Guards Tank Division. Having been warned by the reconnaissance elements

'QS in the vicinity of Amoneburg, the enemy division was prepared for the counter- P
%E attack. The ist Infantey Division lost the element of surprise and a major 5};
}: battle has been raging all night in the viéinltr of Bad Hersfeld with both e
Ef divisions suffering heavy losses. The 1st Infantry Division has effectively ;i%
.Eﬁ stopped the advance of the 1ith Guard Tank Division and rendered it combat %SE

ineffective. However, due to its own losses, it is unable to continue the

;j attack to support its 3rd Brigade which had swung south to engage the two i::
ﬁk regiments of the 14th Motorized Rifle Division. The CENTAG Commander has

: released the 2nd Armored NDivision ‘opcon’ to V <(US) Corps to supports its i

o e
o defense against the 7th Guards Tank Division. ©

Q‘;. - :“Z:

e Results of Action Taken ¢Model B)3 The AirMechanized Division was able to P
-~ ' R

“} strike swiftly and decisively with overwhelming combat power against the 11th o
A5 -.'_::

:3‘ Guards Tank Division. The battle is being waged sporadically by the remnants 2%:
3 of the Soviet division as a withdrawal under pressure is being executed. The fSZ

é: fst Infantry Division has successfully launched its counterattack into the S{'
o4 a3

13 f£Yank of the 7th Guards Tank and continues to delay, disrupt, and attrit his ;j
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forces. The 3rd Armored Division has finished the close-in battle by the time
the 14th Motorized Rifle Division (=) arrives in the main battlie area, and
continues to attrit the enemy forces along the FLOT. First scheion divisions
of the 20th Tank Army have been stopped in the V (US) Corps sector; and the
movement of the 2nd echelon division indicates reorientation to the north into

the 11 (GE) Corps sector.

Results of Action Taken <Model €)1 The 1st Infantry Division has met the same

fate in the north as portrayved in Model A. However, the division commander was
able to muintain the integrity of his forces without having to divert a brigade
in the fight against the 14th Motorized Rifie Divigion (=), The AirMechanized
Division continues to battle against the ?th Guards Tank Division, and has com=
mitted a composite Task Force to delay, disrupt and attrit the 14th Motorized
Rifle Division, which is now éccupvlng hasty defensive positions. The CENTAG
Commander was able to operate within the Soviet Army Commader’s decision cycle

and seize the initiative from him. The 3rd Armored Division and 8th Infantry

Division have finished their close-in batties, and sre preparing to displace
forward along the original forward defense line., First echeion divisions of
the 20th Guards Tank Army have beeii stopped in the V <(US) Corps secter, and
the movement of the second echelon division indicates a reorientation north

into the 11 <GE) Corps sector.

Addendym: In both Model B and Model C, the CENTAG and Corps Commanders were

able to influence the campaign by having a combat maneuver force that could be
committed forward of the main battle area at the decisive point and time. The
AirMechanized Diviiion has domonstrat;d the capability to respond rapidly and

with adequate combat power to execute the decisive engagement.

VIl <US) Corps Sector: omi tted
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11] ¢GE) Corps Sectory omitted

Tuat (D+4)

For Model A, the campaign continues. The CENTAG Commander has committed
his reserve, the 2nd Armored Division, into the V (US) Corps sector to counter-
attack against the second echelon regiments of the 7th Guards Tank Division
which has penetrated the gap between 3rd Armored Division and the 8th Infantry
Division, Due to the fluidity and confusion of the battlefield, the CENTAG
Commander was unable to identify the main axis of advance of 7th Guards Tank
Division early, giving the 2nd Armored Division only ten hours to move into
position and prepare a hasty defense. Upon receipt of the order, it took the
division four hours to move into the designated defensive sector, and another
four hours to prepare hasty defensive positions. The 7th Guards Tank Division
has made a break in the defenses between the 3rd Armored Division and the 8th
Infantry Division which is being contained by the 2nd Armored Division. The
2%9th Tank Djvision continues to press its attack against the weakened 3rd
Armored Division, and second echelon forces are beginning to filter through
gaps in the defenses. The CENTAG Commander and Corps Commander have no further

forces to commit.

For Model B and Model C, the first battle of the Central European Campaign
has been completed. Enemy first and second echelon armies have been deteated
or contained. The original FLOT has been reestablished and extensive prepara-
tions are being made to defend against the Belorussian Front, estimated to be
in the CENTAG Area of Influence within the next 24 to 48 hours. The advantages
of mobility, flexibility, responsiveness, and firepower have contributed to the

defeat of the enemy’s forces and the restoration of the Inter-German Border.
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The purpose of this chapter has been to answer two fundamental questions.
First, does a.noed exist for the US Army to develop an AirMechanized Division?
And second, if the need exists, at what operational level should it be formed?
The method used for answering these questions was the conduct of a wargaming
scenario, using a Central Evropean Conflict Scenario. For this analysis, three
models were presented for evaluation and compared against eight criteria: |

1) be inmediately responsive to the field army and corps commander;

2) complement the field army and corps commander’s scheme of maneuver;

3) be capable of simultaneously conducting three dimensional combat;

4) be capable of conducting and sustaining cross-FLOT combat operations

5) minimize battliefield signature through dispersion;

é) be capable of massing combat power quickly at the decisive point and
decisive time across the field army and corps sector;

7) be capable of conducting combat operations under all environmental
conditions C(terrain and weather) indigencus to the area of operations;

8) retain a high mobility factor for anti-tank ground maneuver forces

in the absence of heliborne lift assets.

Resul ts of the wargaming analysis indicate that an AirMechanized Division
is an essential operational maneuver organization that should be orgQanized as a
component of the US Army‘s total force structure. It further demonstrates that
the optimum operational level at which this organization should occur is field
army C(in Central Europe, CENTAG). The rationale for this decision is based
upon three primary factors, First, the requirement exists at corps level for 1

dedicated medium-1ift helicopter battalion to perform combat service sunport

missions, as determined in the "HELILOG Study," conducted in Central Europe in

1977, and reinforced by subsequent REFORGER Exercises.[8] The AirMechanized

Division is not designed or equipped to provide that dedicated support. And,
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K2 5
%g to integrate the additional airframe requirements into the proposed divisional [
E; structure would make the organization cost-prohibited. Figure 4-11 provides a E
ﬁl cost comparison of the AirMechanized Division to the Corps Aviatio. “-igade. 2
- Second, although the Corps Aviation Brigade provides an effective operational r
;r capability on the "AirLand® battlefield, it does not possess the equivalent 5
£} combat power, mobility, or battlefield endurance of the AirMechanized Division, Ny
! Third, and possibly the most significant factor, is the advantage that the Air- ) E
..
L Mechanized Division possesses attributed to its inherent speed and flexibility, -
- N
.y The AirMechanzed Division can respond quickly to the commander’s operational E

-
u requirements to commit a combat maneuver force in depth at the decisive point L
&j and time on the battlefield, unencumbered by the effects of terraln and, in &
Ej part, weather, i
:
;
;: The presence of an AirMechanized Division on the battiefield permits the E
}Q army commander to influence the outcome of a hattle through the application of ?
i maneuver and firepower. Thus, an operational commander can engage the threat’s t
;% second echelon divisions before they have an opportunity to become entangled in 3
ji. the close-in battle, thereby permitting the commander to seize the initiative, E

>
F In summary, the AirMechanized Division embodies the tenets of the US Army‘s -
Fj operational doctrine: initiative, depth, agility, and synchronization. g
R »
;
A During the course of the wargaming analysis, the effectiveness of the -
;; field army’s reserve armored division may have appeared subjected to "aviator }
ﬁ: bias." The succeeding chapter provides an operational combat effectivenss and ;
i :
5% relative cost appraisal, using the J-series armored division as a basis of -
ey 5,
Ay comparison for the AirMechanized Division. :
"> }
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, J-SERIES CORPS AVIATION BRIGADE MAJOR END ITEMS OF EQUIPMENT
TYPE UNIT | C-12 | AH=1 | AH-44 | OH | UH-1 | UH-40 | CH-47 | TGTAL COST

6SAB 2 3s 5 $ 16,679,943
MDM HEL BN 64 344,031,552
CSAB ' 45 ' 208,935,000

. ATK HEL REGT (2)
AHB ¢4) 72 s2 12 627,814,690
AHB (R/0) (2) 42 26 é 67,778,134
DIVISION TOTAL $ 1,285,239,339

AIRMECHANIZED DIVISION - MAJOR END ITEMS OF EQUIPMENT

TYPE UNIT | AH | CH | QH | UH | LAV | 10%mm | 13%mwm | MISC | TOTAL COST
ATK CAV REG ()

| AIR CAV  (3) 36 4 4 $ 319,560,492
| AHB (4) 126 78 18 : 1,082,122,044
| AW SPT GRP : :
' GSAC 16 9 17,266,592
} CSAB 32 30 321,305,774
‘ TAMB é 27,858,000
| DIV ARTY
105T BN  (3) 54 4,804,864
l HMMWY 54 1,749,400
1557 BN 24 4,992,000
MS48 24 2,554,200
LT ATK REGT
LT ATK BN ¢3) 81 2,349,000
DIVISION TOTAL $ 1,787,062,568

NOTE: <#) Major End Item costs are extracted from SB 700-20, dated 1 March
1984; see Appendix 2 for an itemized list of procurement costs,

The major difference in the cost of these two organizations is the programmed
use of the AH-1 in lieu of the AH-44 in the Reserve Component Attack Helicopter

T S
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Y

LA X

¥
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RILIST LI .

Battalion, for a difference of $247,929,214. nAdditionally, the US Army plans e
to organize a second Combat Support Aviation Battalion in the mid-term. This ti':
raises the procurement cost of the Corps Aviation Brigade to over $1,494,000. :Eiﬁ:

if one of the Attack Cavialry Regiments were to be constituted with the AH-1S
in lieu of the AH-44 as a "round-out” unit, there would be minimal difference
in procurement/acquisition cost.

FIGURE 4-11: Comparison of Procurement Costs, AirMechanized vs Armored Division
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CHAPTER 5

A COST-EFFECTIVENESS COMPARISON: AIRMECHANIZED YERSUS ARMORED

An essential element of this study is determining the cost-effectiveness
of organizing and fielding an AirMechanized Division., The purpose of this cost
and effectiveness analysis is to demonstrate the affordability and feasibility
of developing an AirMechanized Division for use as an army reserve in Central
Eurcpe., As a point of departure, the analysis is made using the AirMechanized
Division and an armored division equipped with the Mi "Abrams" Main Battle Tank
and the M2/M3 “Bradlev" Fighting Vehicle (J-series Tabie of Organization and
Equipment). This comparative analvsis is conducted in two areas: one examines
the combat effectiveness of the two organizations by comparing operatioqa1 and
systems capabilities; the other compares procurement and operating costs. The
criteria established for effectiveness are operational mobility, firepower, and
protection, The cost comparison examines base operating costs and.a baseline

procurement, or acquisition, cost.

MOBILITY.,
Operational mobility may be defined as the capability of a combat unit,

and its associated combat support and combat service support elements., tc move

across the battlefield and concentrate sufficient combat power in a critical

5 arez to enable it to defeat another force, The object of operatinnal mooility
is to focus maximum strength against the enemy’s weakest point, thus gaining a
strategic advantage.[1] UnQoubted1y many factors affect operational mobility.-

For a comparative analysis, only those variaples that reflect a cignificant

difference between a ground-oriented force and an air-mobile force shouid be

considered., These factors include responce time, speed of movement, combat

" ",;‘!' Dt e

B )
o

radius, and endurance in the objective area.

LTI T
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Resoonse Time,

It appears intuitively obvious that the armored division ic capable of
responding quicker within a sat "time window" than the AirMechanized Division.
Thies observation holde true when one compares strictly "mission receipt time"
to the "start movement time." However, when one examines the other element of
response time; arrival time in the objeciivo area, the disparity is not quite
as profound. Arrival time in the objective area is directly proportionate to
the distance to be traveled. For distances not oxceeding 50 Kilometers, the
armored division passesses 2 distinct advantage. For distances greater than
50 Kilometers out to 75 Kilometers, the response times for the divisions are
relatively equal., Furthermore, for distances greater that 75 Kiiometers, the
AirMechanized Division has a greater capacity to ;nfluence the action earlier,
This comparison isfmade on three assumptions: 1) tnat the cross~countiry speed
of the armored division averages 25 Kilometers per hour; 2) that it taKes the
AirMechanized Division approximately two hours to assembie subordinate elements
to deploy; and 3) that the “preflight inspections® of the organic aircraft have
béen previously conducted. (If preflight inspections have not been conducted
previously, the AirMechanized Division requires an additional hour to depioy.)
Given these parameters, the armored division possesses a slight advantage over

the AirMechanized Division in the category of response time.(2]

Speed of Movement.,

Speed of movement is influenced by the variables ot weather, terrain,
obstacle clearance, and equipment design. Though the armored division‘s
speed of movement is not directly affected by weather, it is atfected by the
difficulty of terrain. For the purposes of comparative analysis, the Ml Main
Battle Tank and the AH-44 Advanced Attack Helicopter are used as the optimum
representative for their respective operational and organizational category.
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The Main Battle TanK; The optimum speed of the M1 Tank is listed as 48 miles
per hour, where the engine and the transmission work most efficiently. Under
cross-country conditions, which are expected to be the norm in combat, the Mi‘s
optimum speed is reduced significantly. Cross-country speed may be further
degraded as a result of terrain modification due to weather and the effects of
weapons, Examination of vehicle reference data indicate the following vehicle
restrictions applicable to ground-vehicle cperations:

1> on most terrain where the gradient or slope exceeds eight percent,
vehicle performance is limitad by power (drive train) availabilitys

2) in the majority of terrain types and in most tactical situations,
acceleration and aQility are limited strictly by power availability;

3) when operating in terrain where surtace tension is reduced (for
example, in mud or sand), the gresztest peccentage of total available power is
consumed in overcoming the forces of resistance and makKing the vehicle move;

4) the relationship of cross-country mobility and speed of movement are
inversely proportionate to the difficulty of the terrain. As terrain becomes

more hindering, speed of movement and agiiity are decrimentally reduced.(3]

Regarding obstacle clearance, the movement of the M1 Main Battle Tank is
further constrained, The M{ has a maximum horizontal ciearance of 2.75 meters
and a maximum vertical obstacle clearance of only 1.25 meters, with a fording
depth limited to only 1.22 meters without preparation. Man-made obstacles such
as towns, cities, railroads, destroyed bridges, bomb craters, and minefields
significantiy impede the M1‘s speed of movement, When integrated with such
natural terrain obstacles as the heavily wooded areas, mountains, streams, and
rivers that are indigenous to Central Europe, the ability of the Ml to optimize

its mobility potential is uncertain.(4]
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The Attack Helicopter: The AH-é4 "Apache” totally eliminates the effect of

- e .

terrain and obstaclie clearance on the speed of movement that plagues the Mi.

X g e v = =

Because of its aerial mode of operations, it has reversed the ageiess problem

of terrain and obstacle clearance. By its inherent ability to operate in the

“land sky" environment, the attack helicopter makes the terrain work for it. :

Due to its independence of the ground, the helicopter can optimize its cruising ﬁ

) speed of 170 miles per hour. Even if forced by enamy air defenses to fly nap- ;
‘ of-the-earth (NOE>, a survival altitude that generally follows the contours of E
the earth as close as vegrtation or obstacles permit, its movement is still at E

a speed of 40 miies per hour,(5] g

Weather is the only environmental variable that can adverseiy affect the ;

mobility of the attack helicopter. Ceilings of less than 100 feet and visi—- ;

bility of less than one-quarter mile restrict the pilot’s flight capabiTities, ;

and visibility of less than one mile limits its abiiity to engage enemy targets ?

at a safe stand~off distance. Also, winds in excess of 40 miles per hour or h

wind gusts in excess of 30 miles per hour may result in a “no fl¥y" condition. f

The operational comsat radius and payload of the attack helicopter may also be E

decreased as a result of altitude, atmospheric pressure and temperature.[é] ;

The “Tactical Helicopter Employment Study (THES)" and "Attack Heiicopter ;

Organization Study ¢(ATHELO)" reveal that the impact of weather upon the AH-&4’s :
capabilities may be overstated. In the "Tactical Helicopter Employment Study," E
meterological data was gathered over a ten year span from sixteen locations %

dispersed throughout Western Europe to determine the impact of weather on thne ;
operational capabilities of attack helicopters. This study revealed that the i

minimum fiying conditions for the AH-1 "Cobra" could be met 91 percent of the ;

: time, even during the worst weather months of Naovember and December., Thus, a ?
i; greater percentage of heliborne on2rations can be conducted throughout the vear S
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5. in Central Europe thin has been generally accepted. Results of recent REFORGER

Exercises indicate that during limited duration field exercises, Army and Air

Force aircraft were flown an average of eight hours per day.(?7)

onbat Radius_and Endurance.

Combat radius is a function of operating range, endurance in the battie
area, and the lccation uf rearm/refuel sites. Endurance is determined by the
Q} variables of fuel consumption rate with regard to the quantity of fuel onboard,
£§ and ammunition expenditure rate with regard to the amount of ammunition carried
by the weapon srstems. Combat service support vehicles are restricted by fuel

consumption rates only. Figure S-1 provides a comparison of fuel capacity and

CR consumption, range, endurance and speed of different aviation and ground combat
systems. The element of speed is provided for reference purposes, but ‘is not a

function of combat radius or endurance.

Examination of Figure S-1 indicates thzt the AirMechanized Division has a
%i combat radius slightly greater than that of an armored division, but it does
';S net have the endurance in terms of fuel consumption. An AirMechanized Division
must recycle through a rearm/refuel site esvery 2 hours and 30 minutes, For

continuous, sustained combat, the "one-third" technique may be applied, where

one regiment or battalion is in the tarqet area while the other two units are

either rearming and refueling or enroute back to the battlie area. This method,

gi although maintaining pressure on the enemy, provides for only 33 percent of the 'ﬁ
.&; AirMechanized Division’s combat power to be applied at any one time. Even with

-:: the additional firepower of the light attack anti-tank vehicles, that component

';: never exceeds 50 percent for an extended period. Another limiting factor of

Eg battlefield endurance that applies more to aQiators than to “tankers' is the

';P element of "crew rest." Whereas the tank crew lTives with its combat macnine -
Ez and sustains operations for sixteen to twenty hours per day, the aviator is ;;
:J‘ 134 ::-.
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restricted from flying more than eight to ten hours per day. Although this
restriction may be waived, the risks involved which may result in a substantial

number of non-combat losses are exponentially increased.i8)

SYSTEM SPEED RANGE FUEL CAP CONSUMPT ION ENDURANCE
. Km/hr in Km in gal Qals/hr (fuei only)

AH-18§ 264 3550 242 112 2.2 hrs
{NOE) ( 83) {183)

AH-44 245 689 B12 312 2.6 nrs
(NOE) ( 83) (216)

CH-47 241 550 1034 345 3.0 hrs
(Low) ¢ 700 (210

OH-58 222 480 72 20 3.5 hrs
(NGE) ¢ 5% (192)

UH-1{H 185 Sit 209 81 2.5 hrs
(NOE) ¢ 603 (150

UH=-60 268 430 342 1u3 3.9 hers
(NOE) ¢ 700 (245)

M1 MBT 72 440 240 45 6.1 nrs
(x=c) (2% (113 4.8
M2/3 BFV 64 480 187 15 10.4 hrs
{x-c) (2% (1807 7.0
M109 (155 SP) 956 3%0 121 17 7.1 hrs
{x=c) (20) {100) (5.0
DIVAD 50 450 345 31 11.1 hrs
(x=~c) (18) (143) 9.1
M88 (VTR) 42 340 358 33 16.9 hrs
(x-c) (12) 100> (§.4)

FIGURE 5-1: Comparison of Combat Radius and Enduranze of Major Systemel?]

Note: The acronym NOE represents Nap-~of-the-Eartn, a flight mode where air
speed and alttitude are varied according to terrain and threat. <(Low)
represents Contour flight, where airspeed is constant but aititude
varies according to terrain and threat, (X-C) represents cross-country, N
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Both the armored division and the AirMechanized Division are capable of
responding rapidiy to operational requirements, within their respective force
design characteristics. The armored division is designed to engage in combat
operations under all weather conditions; but it is severely limited by manmade
obstzcles and natural terrain restrictions. An AirMechanized Division, on the
other hand, has the ablility to operate almost totally independent of terrain,
but is detrimentally affected by the e2ffects of adverse weather conditions.
Even though the heliborne forces of the AirMechanized Division operate with a
degree indifference to terrain profile or alteration and have a cruise speed
that gives a marked advantage over their contemporary counterpart, the armored
divfsion possestes a clear and distinct advantage in the area of battiefield
endurance. As illustrated in Table J-1, neither organization has an advantage
in the overall rating of operaticnal mobility, Essentiaily, both type units

possess an equivalent operational mobility effectiveness rating.

TABLE S-1: Mobility Effectivensss Matrix

PERFORMANCE WEIGHT RATING
VARJABLES ARMD DIV AIRMECH
O0BSTACLES
Ability to cross water obstacles i (o1 1 .93 .7
Ability to negotiate vertical obstacies 1 1) [ I
Ability to pass through urban sprawi 1 (,3 .3 .72y 7
Ability to surmount minefields/barriers 1 C.2) .2 (.8 .8
TERRAIN 2 (.3 .4 .70 1.4
WEATHER 2 .7y 1.4 .3 4
HIGH SPEED MOVEMENT i (.3 .3 (.77
RESPONSE TIME y (.42 1.2 (.47 .8
COMBAT RADIUS 3 .72 2.1 3 L9
ENDURANCE IN OBJECTIVE AREA 3 (.70 2.4 .3 .9
QVERALL MOBILITY EFFECTIVENESS RATING: 8.4 8.4
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Firepower is decisive since the achievement of battlefield superiori{v is

dependent upon the ability to paralyze the enemy’s source of fire before it can

be employed. When combined with maneuver, these twc represent the fundamental
elements of combat. 1In both the AirMechanized Division and armored di‘'ision,
firepower and maneuver are integrated and executed simultaneousiy, For the
AirMechanized Diuision; the attack helicopter and the 1ight attack anti-tank
vehicle provide firepower and maneuverability. For the armored division, the
“Abrams" tank and “Bradiey" fighting vehicle provide decisive combat power on
the battlefield. The greatest differential in firepower potential between the
two organizations is reflected in the character of their primary weapon system.
| For th{ armored division, it is the Ml Main Battie Tank; for the AirMechanized

Division, it is the AH-44 advanced Attack Helicopter, The variance is assessed

by comparing the performance variables of lethality, accuracy, time of fliaght,
, rate of fire, number of rounds carried, and total number of weapon systems on

the battlefield for a given period of time.

Lethality: The main armament of the Ml is the 105mwn rifled gun (scheduled to
be upgraded to a 120mm gun in some models), and the main armament of the AH-44
is the HELLFIRE anti-tank guided missile (ATGM). As depicted in Figﬁre 9-2.,
the probability of kill (Pk), given a random hit on an enemy tank by either
round, is constant at all rangeé out to 3,000 meters with neither weapon svstem
having an advantage. However, bevond 3,000 meters, the probability of the tank
proJectilg scoring a SARL drops off sharply, due in part to the expenditure
of energy., Therefore, in terms of lethality, the AH-44 achieves a slight edge,
though both systems retain an acceptablie ievel of Kill probabiiity to detfeat

enemy armor throughout their range interval.
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50% HELLFiRE o
p PROJECTILE
K
30%
Distance ( 1000 2000 3000 3000 (meters) )

FIGURE 5~2: Probability of Kill (Pg) Given a Random Hit On A Tank[10] -

Acguracy: The results of numerous tests and firings of the HELLFIRE anti-tank
guided missile and 105mm main gun projectile are shown beiow in Figure 5-3.

In assessing the probability of hit a¢ a function of ranqe, it iz apparent that
the HELLFIRE has a relatively pighor first round hit probabiiity than the 10Smm
projectile., The higher probability of hit is derived from two factors: 1) that
within a range of 4,000 meters the accuracy of the HELLFIRE remains relatively
constant; and, 2) in contrast, the accuracy of the 105mm projectile does not
remain constant. Where, at approximately 1,%00 meters the HELLFIRE and the
105mm round have a lzllratio of probability of hit, the probability of hit for
the HELLFIRE, as compared to the 105mm projectile, is increased to a ratioc of
nearly 2:1 when the target engagement range reaches out beyond 2,500 meters.
Relative accuracy is subject to the factors of crew training, artiilery fires,

battlefieid obscuration, and terrain undulations. Both an advantage and a

disadvantage of the 105mm projectile is the fact that it is a "fire-and-tforget" -

-
PRSI

%

system. Consequently, a hit or miss is dependent upon the sight picture at the . ﬁ;;
time of firing. At long ranges, this is a sibnificant disadvantage in that it i7ﬁ
does not allow for the tank gQunner to compensate for changes in target speed or Egg
direction. The most significant advantage of the HELLFIRE system is that it gﬁé
. !

T

ﬁI'i}

allows the delivery system to be compietely concealed from its target by the

employment of air/ground mobile “Target Acauisition - Laser Designating Teams." L
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0% HEWFIRE
(+
P 75%
h
507
Distance 1000 2000 3000 4000 5000 f{meters?

FIGURE 5-3: Probability of Hit (PY) Given an UnKnown Distance to a Targetiil]

Time of Fiight: The third firepower performance variable to be examined is
time of flight from weapon system to target. In this regard, a significan?
difference exists between the HELLFIRE and the 105mm main gun round, although
the HELLFIRE has considerabiy improved the time of fiight component over that
of the TOW anti-tank guided missile. While the flight time for the 10%mm
projectile remains relatively constant at all ranges, the'f\ight time for the
HELLFIRE increases sharply with range. As a resuit, the flight time for the
HELLFIRE, at a range of 3000 meters, is approximately nine seconds, six seconds
slower than the 105wm projectile., This differential in time, assuming combat
conditiuns, constitutes a shortcoming that serves to degrade thc overail
ability of the attack helicopter to engage enemy armor. An off-setting quality
of the AH-44 is that two targets may be engaged simuitaneousiy, using the

integral guidance system on the helicopter and a "lasing team.,"{12]

Rate of Fire: Implicit in the time of f)ight variable is the rate of fire,

Rate of fire represents the number of rounds that can be fired by a weapon
system in a prescribed time, and includes the total time to acquire the target,
perform firing sequence, firing the rouﬁd, and reloading the weapon. The times
to fire for guns and missiles are nominaliy the same for the initial discharge

of the round. In this reqard, a siagnificant disparity exists between the two
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systems since the HELLFIRE must, of necessity, includ; time of flight, Due to
this factor, the maximum sustained rate of fire for the HELLFIRE at 3000 meters
is approximately three rounds per minute. In comparison, the maximum sustained
rate of fire for the 103mm gun is six rounds per minute, or twica as much. As
mentioned above, an off-setting characteristic of the AirMechanized Divigion is
the air-ground engagement team which permits the AH-44 to engage two targets
simul taneously., 1In that subsequent firing is almost immediate and target
acquisition enhanced through the presence of another observer, the shortcoming
associated in tracking the missile is minimized. In this assessment, neither

system possesses a decided advantage over the other.[13]

Nymber of Rounds Cgﬁrieqi Sustained rate of fire, a component of battiefield

endurance, is dependent upon the number of rounds of ammunition carried by a
particular weapon system. This variable represents the greatest source of
disparity botw,on the fiéopowor of the main battle tank and the advanced attack
helicopter., While the M{ carries a total of 55 main gun rounds, the AH-44 can
maximize its anti-tank punch with just sixteen HELLFIRE missiles. This single
factor, coupled with the previously considered factor of fuel consumption rate,
rather obviously establishes the fact that the M1 has a far greater battlefield

endurance than the advanced attack helicopter.

Battlefield Density: The number of weapon systems on the battiefigld at any
given time applying effective fires onto the target is the definition of
battiefield density., As illustrated in the mobility effectiveness matrix, the
AirMechanized Division has a substantial disadvantage in battlefield density

due specifically to the fuel capacity/fuel consumption ratio of the attack

helicopter. The joint employment of the Light Attack Anti-Tank Reaiment does

provide continuous firepower on the battlefield, but it lacks overhead and
armored protection, thus makKing it vulnerable to enemy suppressve fires.
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Summary: It is apparent that these organizations have associated shortcomings
and desirable characteristics. The stand-off distance and indirect fire mode
of the HELLFIRE anti-tank quided missile has a significant advantage on the
battlefield where General Starry’s “See-Hit-Kiil1" axiom comes to life, On the
other hand, the "fire-and=-forget" advantage of the 105mm main qun projectiie
allows for a higher rate of fire, greater accuracy at rioser engagement ranges,
and endurance on the battlefield. Table 5-2 provides a firepower effectiveness

comparison for the AirMechanized Division and the J-series armored division,

TABLE 5-2: Firepower Effectiveness Matrix

t PERFORMANCE WETGHT RATING
: VARIABLES ARMD DIV A1RMECH
, LETHALITY 2 (.4) .8 (.4) 1.2
| ACCURACY
| Long Range 2 (.3 .4 .7 1.4
{ Shart Range ! (&) .6 () L4
E TIME OF FLIGHT t (.5 .5 (.5 .5
E RATE OF FIRE 2 ¢.5) 1.0 (.5 1.0
TARGET ACQUISITION 2 (.3 .6 .7 1.4
} ROUNDS CARRIED 2 (.7) 1.9 (.3 6
BATTLEFIELD DENSITY 3 (.7) 2.1 .3 .9
| OVERALL FIREPOWER EFFECTIVENESS RATING: 7.6 7.4
; PROTECTION,

In a3 non-nuclear, mid-intensity environment, three types of pratection
are essential: chemical, ballistic and electromagnetic pulse (EMP). Altnough
the ballistic protection of armored vehicles in a tank division isg vulnerable

to anti-tank rounds or missiles, it inherentiy possesses all—around protection

- T u
s %o
PP

from all calibers of small arms, light cannon fire and artiilery fragmentation.
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On the other hand, the helicopter and light attack vehicles of an AirMechanized

Division provide ballistics protection from only small arms fire for the crew

and some degree of increased protection for critical components. Both armored

vehicles and attack helicopters possess an over-pressure air filtration system

E which preciudes contamination of the crew compartments by toxic gases, but the j
2 crews of the tight attack vehicles must wear appropriaté chemical protective _ ;;:

outergarments and masks. All weapon systems are equalily susceptible to the ‘ %;f
Eg effects of non-nuclear electromagnetic puise which can "fry* transistorized or

computerized components.(14]

Survivability: The Soviet tactical threat spectrum is depicted in Figure 3-4
for the anti-armor threat, and Figure 5-5 for the air defense threat. The

air=to-air threat posed by the Mi-24 and Mi-28 are not qortrayed because they
encompass a broad spectrum of weapon systems and engagoﬁont tactics, of whicn

some are classified,

RPG-18/73

RPG-14

RPRG-7

SPG-%

AT Gun (T-12)
SU-100

73mm Gun

T=-42

T-64/7T-72

AT-4 SPIGOT <(ATGM)
AT-3 SAGGER <ATGM)
AT~5 SPANDREL (ATGM)
AT-4 SPIRAL (ATGM)

Distance (in meters) 0 1000 20090 3000 4000 5000 3}
s

FIGURE 5-4: Spectrum of Soviet Threat Anti-Armor Weapon Svstems({3] ﬂﬁﬁ
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Distance 2000 4000 6000 8000 10,000 12,000 I
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) Note: Asterisk (%) denotes engagement enveiopes for helicoptere at altitudes
; below 200 feet.

FIGURE 5-8: Spectrum of Soviet Threat Air Defense Weapon Syatems(14]

One can see that the AirMechanized Divison is exposed to a wider variety

of threats than the armored division., The threat systems present on the modern
; battliefield designed to combat the air threat possess a significantly greater
range and probability of hit due to terminal homing guidance. When this
spectrum of threat is coupled with the fact the AirMechanized Divicion has a
greater vuinerability to the effects of the ballistics threat, it appears that
the armored division possesses a greater survivability potential. However, the
numbers of threat systems on the battlefield that are dedicated to engaging the
nelicopter in its operational environment are cignificantiy less that the total
number portrayed in Figure 5-3. The stand-off target acquisition and indirect
fire engagement components of the attack helicopter act io balance the variable
of system vulnerability. As the survivability of an organization on the modern

battlefield is a product the sum of the components of s?stems vulnerability and

the ability to extract a favorable Kill ratio, a final variable of protectian

is considered, that of combat agitity.
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Combat Aqgility: Combat agility is defined in terms of those attributes that
decrease (or increase) the likelihood of being hit by a projectiie fired from
an opponent’s weapons system. Basically, the attributes that permit a system
to avoid enemy fire are related to its ability to start, stop, maneuver quickly
and move from positioen to position. A variable that infiuences sucsceptibility
to engagement by the enemy is the passive factor of mobility bias. This is a
term used to denote the difference between where the enemy gunner aims at the
time of fire and where the target is at the time of impact. Mobility bias is a
function of the speed of the tarbot and range from which the target is ;ngaged.
In both instances a helicopter-oriented AirMechanized Division has an advantage
over the armored division by virtue of its freedom of movement and its normal
stand~off target engagement ranges. Survivability becomes synonymous with
mobility, in that ability to operate at extended ranges with gqreater speed

and acceleration potential increases the mobility bias of the enemy gunner,

ummarys

As depicted in Table 5-3, both the AirMechanized Division and the heavy
armored division are provided an equivalent sum of battiefield protection, even
though the means of achieving that protection are significantly different. The
armored division relies an its inherent characteristic of shielding armor for
protection, while the AirMechanized Division relies on combat agility, speed,
and stand-off distances. Each division possesses unique characteristics that
set it apart from the other. However, neither canp survive alone on the modern
battlefield. This idea of complementary systems was best expressed bv Major

General Thomas M. Tarpley, then the Commandant of the US Army Infantry Schooi:

*We firmly helieve the vulnerabiiity of any system must
be considered in relation to its contribution to the
destruction of the enemy and its must be compared to
the vulnerability of other means accomolishing the same
mission,"[171
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8 TABLE 5-3: Protection Effectiveness Matrix
! PERF DRMANCE ' WETGHT " RATING
K YARIABLES ARMD DIY AIRMELH
' PROTECT]
. Chemical 1 (.8) L4 .4y .4
. Non-Nuciear EMP 1 $L,3r L3 [P DI
. Ballistic 2 (.7) 1.4 (.3 .6
Q SURVIVABILITY
) Yulnarability 1 LS TS LAY L4
Combat Agility 3 (.30 .7 0,71 2.1
TOTAL PROTECTION EFFECTIVENESS RATING: 4,0 4.0
) SIMMARY OF ANALYSIS.
a Operational effectiveness of an AirMechanized Division i3 demonsirsted by

comharatiue analysis using an effectiveness mafrix for eua'luyating categoriag of
mebility, firepower, and protection, Tae numerical value azziared to variaoiss
and weights were assessed by the authori & more egact effectiveness matino can
- be determined by subjectin the models to a more extencive computer-assisiad war

oaming simulation designed to retrieve the specified data., Tabie 5-4¢ shows

N that neither the AirMechanized Division nor an armered division soesesses &

s distinct advantage ouer the other, In effact, their effectiveness ratings are
§ equal. In conciucsion, the AirMechanized Division and the armored divis:zn ars
2 designed for specific operational! purposes, functions, and obiec*ives, The

i responsibility of today’s maneuver commander iz to optimize the cazzoil:ties

% and limitations of each organization bv empionving tham 1r guzh 3 minner as to
- zotimize their svnerqgistic eftect.

é : TAaBlLE S-4: Overali Operational Effectiveness Ratino '&rmc - AicMacy’

‘ MOBILITY 2.4 2.8

g FIREPOWER Té 7.4

; PROTECTION 4,9 4,4

) TOTAL EFFECTIVENESS RATING: 20,9 20,0




Ail too frequently the argument is used in countering the suggestion for
fielding an aviation maneuver division that it is not economicaliy feasible in
terms of equipment and manpower., Undoubtedly, many variables affect the cost
of putting a US Army division in the field. However, for comparative analysis
only those factors that impact upon procurement and operations costs should be
considered, One other factor, mobilization and dapioyment cost; can not be

determined within the scope of this study and is therefore omitted.

Progyr nt $

In general, procurement or acquisition cost is concerned with fieiding of
major end items of equipment and the accompanying integrated Logistics Support
(ILS). Additional costs are associated with new equipment fielding. However,
these are not incliuded in the acquisition computaiions in that ali of the items
are currently being procured by the US Army. The focus of this comparison is
strictly on those major end items of equipment that significantly impact on the
differences between an air-mobile force and & ground-oriented force. It is
suggested that a division currently fielded in the US Army‘s Master Pian couid
be reorganized under the AirMechanized concept without any major additional
base operations costs. Nevertheless, it is acKnowledged that any major change
in the US Army’s Materiel Acquisition Plan has a significant impact on the
myriad of agencies that are responsibie for equipment fielding, logisticai
support, and training. Figures 5-é and Figure 35-7 provide a cost summary of an
armored division organized under the J-series TOE (Table of Organization and
Equipment) and a notional AirMechanized Division, respectively, Combat service
support requirements for the conceptual AirMechanized Division have not been
determined., Therefore, this element of divisional force structuring is not

included in the cost comparison.[18]
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MAJOR END ITEMS OF EQUIPMENT - ARMORED DIVISION

TYPE UNIT | M1 | M2 1 M3 | ITV | M{25 [ AH | OH | GH | MISC | TOTAL COST
ARMD BN (4) 348 42 36 $ 706,707,612
MECH BN (4) 216 28 48 24 435,260,014
CBT AUN BDE

AHB (2) 42 26 4 360,707,348

GSAC 16 9 17,764,592

csaC 15 49,645,000

CAV SGDN 41 6 12 8 1 136,603,424
DIVARTY

155 SP BN (3) 72 20,520,000
DIV SPT

REC VEM (M88) 32 26,748,384

AVLB 14 9,554,224

CARRIER, CMD POST 125 23,055,250
DIVISION TOTAL 1,814,56%,852

3

FIGURE S-é: Acquisition Cost of A Type Armored Division, J-Series TOE

(See Appendix | for an itemized cost summary,)

MAJOR END ITEMS OF EQUIPMENT - AIRMECHANIZED DIVISION

TYPE UNIT LAH t CH | OH | UH §| LAy | j0%mm (| 15%mm | MISC | TOTAL COST

ATK CAV REG (3
AIR CAV  (3) 34 54
AHB (4) 126 78

AUN SPT GRP
GsAaC 14
Csab ' 32
TAMB

DIV ARTY
1057 BN
HMMLW
155T BN
M348

152

LT ATK REGT
LT ATK BN ()

DIVISION TOTAL

18

81

54

24

54

24

$

319,560,492
1,082,122,044

17,766,592
321,305,774
27,858,000

4,804,864
1,749,600
4,992,000
2,554,200

2,349,000

1,787,062,568

FIGURE 5-~7: Acquisition Costs for a Notional AirMechanized Division
(See Appendix 2 for an itemized cost summary.)
NOTE: (%) Major End Item costs are extracted from SB ?00-20, dated ! March 1984 Qsi?j
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4
9

As illustrated, the procurement cost of an Airmechanized Division is not

prohibitive, when compared o that of a J-series armored division. Moreover,
the AirMechanized Division praovides for six attack helicopter battaliaons, three
light attack anti~tank battalions and three airmobile infantry battalions for a
total of twelve maneuver battalions, equal in number to that nrovided by an
armored division. Furthermore, nc degradation in artillery fire support is

apparent, as the division’s artiilery brigade is both ground and air mobile.

Operating Cogt
Operating costs consist of a multitude of factors which include direct and
indirect costs, as well as recurring and non-recurring costs. For the purposes
of this study, only recurring costs will be evaluated. Since the AirMechanized
Division is conceptual and cost factors have not been developed, the operating
cost of an air assault division will be utilized, Figure S-B‘prouidos a cost
comparision of operating costs for the division increments of a type armored
divislion and air assault division using both CONUS-based and Eurcpe-based data.
Base operating cost data for the ist Cavalry Division, 2nd Armored Division,
?th Infantery Division, and 10ist Airborne Division (Air Assault) was provided
by Mr. Mel 0‘Quinn, FORSCOM Comptrolier‘s Office, for comparison and validation

of the planning costs listed in Figure 53-8,

ARMCRED DIVISION AIR ASSAULT DIVISION
CONUS EUROPE CONUS EURCOPE
Direct Cost $37,085,000 $47,541,000 %72,2046,000 377,019,000
Indirect Costs
Pgm 2 (Base OUps) 31,323,000 42,361,000 . 36,147,000 48,401,000
Pgm 7 (Supply) 12,042,000 47,726,000 13,839,000 54,734,000
Pgm 7 (Maint) 34,919,000 34,719,000 15,754,000 15,754,000)
TOTAL COST $135,58§,000 $192,547,000 $137,966,000 $196,130,000

FIGURE 5-8: Comparison of Division Force Equivalent Annual QOperating Cost(1?]
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Symmary:

As one might expect, the operating cost for an air assault division ie
greater than that for an armored division, although the difference is iess than
two percent., The greatest variance lies between the operating cost of z CONUS
division vig¢ a vis a European-based division. However, associated deplovment
costs, if determined, might offset the skewed appraisal. The creation of an
AirMechanized Division should not be delayed solely on the basis of procurement
and operating costs. 1t has been demonstrated that the AirMechanized Division
can be fielded and operated for a near equivalent cost to that of an armored

division organized under the J-series Table of Organization and Eaquipment.

CONCLUSTON

The results of the combat effectiveness and cost analvsis indicate that
the AirMechanized Division is comparable in operational mobility, firepower,
protection, and cost to a J-series armored division. Nevertheless, the armored
divigion and the AirMechanized Division have their own place on the modern
battiefield. Although the AirMechanized Division has fewer major end items of
equipment, it can deliver devastating firepower against an enemy force., While
the armored division possesses staying power, the AirMechanized Division can
strike deep to delay, disrupt, and destroy the enemy’s vulnerable second
echelon forces, optimizing its speed, firepower, and maneuverability. More
significantly, the AirMechanized Division possesses an advantage over the
armored division in that it has & capability to operate within a two~corps Army
sector, relying on its characteristics of speed and range. Uniike any other
force on the field of combat, the AirMechanized Division can trancition between
corps in a matter of hogrs rather than days. The combat power and mobility of
three Attack Cavalry Regiments and the Light Attack Eriade estabiishes the
AirMechanizaed Division as a formidablie opponent against anvy enemy formation,

And its versatility and flexibility provide for a venerable response to nearly

e
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every combat need. As an Army reserve, the AirMechanized Division can operate
from bases well to the rear of a corps rear boundary and decisively influence
the battliz within minutes. Moreover, independent helicopter operations are on
the US Army‘s doctrinal horizon. Helicopters provide mobility, speed, agility
and firepower; offensive and defensive action becomes almost instantaneous,

The dynamics of the "AirLand” battlefield demand quick assessments ancd decisive
actions followed by exploitation of success. The tempo of warfare will hasten
to the coalition of attrition and disruption. Possibiy only the helicopter may

be capable of responding in mass to the overall requirements of the future.
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CHAPTER 4 :
¥ CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS =
o
B REVIEW QF THE STUDY
" This study was undertaken in an effort to determine the optimum US Army .
i Aviation organization for operational warfare. It began as an examination of {nf
;3 an alternative force structure for the Corps Aviation Brigade and evolved into ig
N a study which assessed the plausibility of creating an aviation-bated maneuver fﬁt
division subordinate to the field army commander. To answer the questions of Eg}
force strength and employment level, it became necessary to understand the Efﬁ
;&: mechanisms through which the Scviet "operationally echeloned" forces could be in
;? defeated; they were identified as delay, disrupt, and destroy. The methodology :zj
;?ﬁ through which this study was undertaken involved a series of four analyses: an Ei}
;f historical overview of US Army Aviation, a brief examination of NATO and Soviet ;23
%i aviation doctrine and organizational concepts, the use of a wargaming analysis Eﬁg
é; to describe the available options to current aviation force structure, and the ézﬁ
-3 performance of a cost-effectiveness survey. ?E'
; g5
::f First, in Chapter 2, an historical overview of Army Aviation was conducted é&ﬁ
:ﬁ to detarmine the system through which change is affected and what criteria have 2i€
fﬁ been established for developing aviation organization and doctrine. The result f;ﬂ
E§ of this survey indicates that US Army Aviation doctrine has evolved from the ggﬁ
_51 bottom up, and that field organizations provided input to the doctrine writers, :;ﬁ
E: rather than doctrine directing "concepts-based organizational requirements.*{1] 3?2
“;E The overview also identified an absence of operational orientation for aviation Eiﬁ
‘F; units since the creation of General Hamilton Howze’s 11th Air Assauit Division. f?%
:E Apparent in the design of the "Army of Excellence® Corps Aviation Brigade is a é;&
{EE tendency for aviation organizational designers to use the corps as a "grab bag® ?EE
g 154 o
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for units deemed essential to the divisional force structure but not included
due to imposed manpower ce!lings.l2) OF particular interest to this study is
the parallel proposal made by three military operationalists, Brigadier Richard
E. SimpKin, General Doctor F.M. von Senger und Etterlin, and Colonel Waliace P.

Franz, that some typ2 of aviation operational maneuver division be created.[3]

In Chapter 3, Army Aviation employment doctrines and organizations on the
European continent were examined. Focusing on the NATO Alliance, a correlation
was made betwesen defense policy, military strategy, and aviation doctrine. 1In
the majority of Western European countries, the helicopter is viewed solely as
a tactical transporter or tank-killer with 1imited consideration for cross-FLOT

" heliborne operations into the enemy’s operational depth. Concentrating on the
employment of single-purpose aircraft, the "continental® members of NATO tend
to organize aviation assets into specialized aviation modules, forming units no
larger than a brigade, which are usually committed in squadron (company) size
strangth., This piecemeal approach precludes the operational comnandoé from
massing overwhelming combat pcwer at the decisive point and time on the battle-

field and neutralizes the helicopter’s advantages of maneuverability, speed,

surprise, and depth.[4]

The Soviets and Warsaw Pact, on the other hand, have capitalized on the
operational capabilities of the helicopter and consider heliborne forces an

essential ingredient in their operational scheme of maneuver, A significant

decision made by the Soviets is reflected in their policy to employ helicopter

battalions at the division level, as well as maintain their Independent Assault
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Helicopter Regiment’s under Frontal Aviation command.[5]1 This decision appears
to be remarkably similar to the US decision to enhance the combat power of the
Corps Aviation Brigade. However, a significant difference ‘svovidont In Soviet
helicopter employment doctrine at the operational level of warfare, which far
15%
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exceeds any attempt nado.br the United States or any other NATO member. They
have addressed the problem of battlefield endurance, although in an elementary
manner, by having the assault helicopters carry additional bulKk fuel in their
cargo compartments, extending their operating radius by almost 50 percent.[4]
The critical difference between Soviet and NATO heliborne doctrine is in its
orientation. Most of NATO’s armed forces are restricted to fighting defensive
battles with 1ittle operational depth on either side of the FLOT. The Soviets,
in contrast, seek to prosecute the deep and close~in batties simultaneously.
And, assault aviation is the primary means through which their operational

doctrine of "deep battle® is translated into combat operations.(7]

In Chapter 4, the third analysis was performed, that of determining the
operational c;pabllltlos of an AirMechanized Division (Figure é-1), and whether
this conceptual organization should be employed at the corps or field army
level. The mathod used to arrive at a conclusion was the "wargaming analysis.”
1t compared the operational capabilities of three organizational models, using
an hypothetical Central European Conflict 8cenario in the Central Army Group
(CENTAG) Area of Operztions. Model A represented a standard US Army corps
organlzed with an organic aviation brigade. The basic organizational structure

"of this model was in accordance with the J-series Table of Organization and
Equipment. Model B represented an otherwise standard US Army corps except that
it had an organic AirMechanized Division in 1ieu of the Corps Aviation Brigade.
This division has an Attack Cavalry Brigade, a Light Attack Brigade consisting
of a Light Attack Anti-Armor Regiment and an Air Assault Infantry Regiment, a
Field Artillery Brigade, and a Supﬁort Aviation Group. Model C represented a
standard US Army corps having an organic Corps Aviation Brigade, with the
AirMechanized Division located at the field army level (in this case, CENTAG),
The evalyation criteria for comparative anaiysis were! '

1) be immediately responsive to the field army and corps commander)
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2) complement the field army and corps commander’s scheme of maneuver;

3) be capable of simultaneously conducting three dimensional combat -
the deep battle, the close~-in battle, and rear arez combat operations - without
detriment to committed divisions;

4) be capable of conducting and sustaining independent cross-FLOT
combat operations for & period of 48-72 hours; ‘

3) minimize battloiloid signature through dispersiong

4) be capable of massing combat power quickly at the decisive point and
time acroil the field army and corps sectory

7) be capable of conducting combat operations under all environmental
conditions (terrain and weather) indigenous to the area of operations;

8) retain a high degree of mobility for anti~tank ground maneuver

forces in the absence of heliborne 1ift assets.

AIRMECHANIZED DIVISION
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FIGURE 6~1: Organizational Diagram for an AirMechanized Division
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The wargaming simulation mode progressed through a series of decision

i

Al though neither organization has a demonstrated advantage in the battliefield

{? cycles which were designed to determine the optimum maneuverability and fire- ﬁ
’: power requirements for an operational aviation organization. By analyzing each E
%{ organization at a subsequently higher lavel, the AirMechanized Division was 5
§§ determined to possess all the necessary components for an aviation operational ,ﬁ
*% maneuver force; and, the optimum level of employment was determined to be at E
;é the field arny level. Though comparable in cost to the Corps Aviation Brigade, &
lg the conceptual AirMechanized Division was considered not to be an appropriate ‘ ?
?? alternative to that organization, primarily because it was not designed to ;
E$ perform the combat service support missions relegated to the Corps Aviation ,E
'Eé Brigade., Instead, the conceptual AirMechanized Division was designed as an fﬁ
operational maneuver force, capable of striking desp and sustaining combat in ;

R 311 thoee dimensions of the AirLand battlefield. :
;} Chapter S determined the operational and cost effectiveness of a J-series ;E
-%: armored division equipped with the Mi "Abrams® Main Battle Tank and the M2/3 rf
§§ "Brariley” Fighting Vehicle and the AirMechanized Division. An armored division ES
{: was selected as the base unit for analysis because it most closely proximates ;2
the firepower and mobility of the AirMechanized Division. The results of the ;?

three effectiveness analyses tre shown below. E

< i
B CRITERIA ARMORED <DIV) AIRMECH 4
~ Mobility 8.4 8.6
;3 Firepower 7.4 7.4 ‘ f?
:g Profoction 4.0 4,0 ;
TOTAL EFFECTIVENESS RATING: 20.0 20.0
o f;
. rr
w '
5? environment, both have the capability to exploit a given situation in which the ;;
X 158 |
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other would be considerably less effective. With respect to procurement and
operating costs, the AirMechanized Division, again, is comparable to a J-series
armored division, Therefore, the results of the cost-effectiveness analysis
should dispel any immediate supposition that an aviation-oriented operational
maneuver division is not affordable, either in terms of mission perfcrmance or

acquisition and operating costs,

SONCLUSIONS

The results of the wargaming and cost-offcc{ioonoss analyses indicate
that the AirMechanized Division is the optimal aviation force structure design
for employment at the operational level of warfare. This study infers that a
pure aviation organization does not possess the relative combat power and
battlefield endurance necessary to make it a viable independent maneuver force.
Biven the requirement to conduct combined operations with a ground force, the
AirMechanized Division optimizes the capability of aviation by incorporating
light, air transportable, highly mobile forces which are designed to compliement
the firepower and mobility of the attack helicopter. By operating in the “land
sky" environment, the AirMechanized Division overcomes the mobility inhibitors
of terrain and battlefield density., The field commander can influence the deep
battle, confuse the enemy, and seize the initiative through the optimal use of

the AirMechanized Division’s speed and operating range.

The concept of an AirMechanized Division is feasible and needs to be
assimilated into the US/NATO’s total force structure, The division provides
a separate maneuver headquarters through which operations deep into the enemy’s
follow-on echelons can be conducted., By relying on its speed tc mass forces,
the AirMechanized Division can be dispersed throughout a corps’ rear area and
still be responsive to the commander’s battlefield requirements, The division

also has the capability to operate in nearly all environmental conditions and
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provides an enhanced level of battliefield sustainability. The AirMechanized
Division pogsesses the capability to execute all three mechanisms of AirlLand

battle within its three dimensions.

In terms of combat effectiveness, the AirMechanized Division shares a
comparable rating to that of an armored division. Nevertheless, it must be
understood that the attack/assault helicopter is not a panaceas for defeating:
a sophisticated enemy force which possesses an overwhelming superiority in A

battlefield systens, firepower, and manpower. No gingle svstem is capabie of

defeating, or even neutralizing, the Warsaw Pact threat in Central Europe.
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That task requires the synergistic effect of combined arms employed at the

decisive time and place. And, the AirMechanized Division accomplishes this

task by effectively coordinating airpower and land-based firepower. The dis-

I‘D

advantage of the helicopter in its limited battlefield enduranca is offset by

LA
T A k0

the presence of the Light Attack Brigade. - The vulnerability of the helicopter

e

to air defense systems is reduced by employing Target Acquisition and Laser

a

Designator Teams which can direct missile engagements without causing the

v wWTwE v

t -. l' f. .l ".l"f-

aircraft to expose itself. And air transportability equates to responsiveness,

e g

speed, and flexibility on the battlefield.

The AirMechanized Division is an affordable organization in terms of both

B A RO - |

procurement and operating costs. The cost effrctiveness analysis demonstrated

ﬁs that the AirMechanized Division is as expensive to operate as a type armored
!’.\
ﬁ: division, whose procurement cost and combat effectiveness it approximates.

Equally important is the cost of conducting combat operations. With the

§: exception of missile/projectile costs, the AirMechanized Division and armored

division demonstrate an equitable combat operating cost, based on component

pf replacement costs and fuel consumption data.
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The AirMechanized Division is best employed at. the field army level.
First, this dictates that the AirMechanized Division would not be committed
piecemeal into the battle or have assets diverted to conduct mission support
operations, an inclination historically exhibited if assigned to the corps.
Significantly, as a field army reserve, the AirMechanized Division can be
dispersed in the rear area qf two corps and be able to mass quickly. This
reduces its vulnerability to interdiction and maximizes its characteristic of
speed. Third, the AirMechanized Division can attack through operational depth
of the opposing commander’s formations by virtue of its combat radius, and, as
an attribute of speed, can do it much more quickly than & ground-oriented
force. Finally, the field army possesses the logistical base necessary to
coordinate support requirements for the AirMechanized Division as it conducts

battie at the operational level.

RECOMMENDATIONS

The combat effectiveness of the AirMechanized Division should be validated
through the use of a computer-assisted wargaming simulation. The essential
factors that need to be assessed are "protection® and "battlefield endurance.*
The primary issue that needs to be resolved focuses on combat sustainability as
it relates to continuous combat power in an objective area. The result of
achieving protection through mobility needs to be more exactly determined with
regard to systems’ vulnerability. The computer simulation should also be used
to examine variations of the AirMechanized Division to determine the optimal
organizational structure. For example, where the author proposed the formation
of a Combat Support Aviation Battalion composed of two UH-40 "Black Hawk"
companies and two CH-47 "Chinook® companies, the optimum organization may have
three of one type company and one, two, or three of another type. Then, the
resultant organization should be subjected to another cost-effectiveness
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analysis to determine if the acquistion and operating costs fall within the

parameters for fielding such an organization.

The AirMechanized Division concept should be field-tested using the ?th
Infantry Division as the test bed. It could be deployed to the Fort Irwin
National Training Center (NTC) and evalvated in a force-on-force analysis
against the "OPFOR" Red Forces. The accumulated compu’er-assessed battle
damage and loss data should be examined with regard to organizational capabitl-
ities and limitations, the overall feasibility of the concept, and the aviation
employment doctrine. The use of the ?th Infantry Division is suggested because

its current organization closely proximates that of the AirMechanized Division.

The AirMechanized Division should be favorably considered for develop-
ment and employment at the field army level in NATO. Specifically, one unit
should be employed in CENTAG, and another possibly employed in NORTHAG., In
order to reduce the acquisition/procurement, training, and cperating costs, a
composi te division could be formed under the command of joint headquarters,
Each country could provide aither a brigade, regiment, or battalion to the
organization. For example, in CENTAG, the United States could provide the
division base and two of the Attack Caralry Regiments and the West Germans
could provide the third Attack Cavalry Regiment and one company each of 1ight
and medium helicopters for the composite Combat Support Aviation Battalion,
The West Germans could also provide two battalions of light infantry and two

Light Attack Battalions.

A fin 1 recommendation is that the Combined Arms Center’s AirLand Battle
Study Group should examine the conceptual AirMechanized Division as an instru-
ment for the operational field commander to execute the deep battle. Current

organizations under considerations do not include a US Army aviation~based
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organization. The proposed AirMechanized division also addresses the issue of
executing Battlefield Air Interdiction (BAl) without the availability of
US/NATO Air Force assets.,

IMPLICATIONS

The nature of warfare is dramatically changing. For more than two
decades, Army Aviation has provided mobility and fire support to the ground
conmander. The extension of the battlefield into the aerial dimension is not
a profoundly new concept, but the role and missions that Army Aviation assumes
may be revolutionized, As 2erial~launched precision guided missiles increase
the vulnerability of large armored formations, helicopters are filling the void
created by the operational roqulronoﬁts of the US Air Force to devote a large
share of its combat resources to the counter-air campaign. The definition of
the "combat zone® is expanding to include the division’s entire 2one or sector
as aircraft eliminate the restrictions of terrain., What before was considered
as hindering terrain now requires only minutes to negotiate. The army that can
exploit the capabilities of the aviation dimension of the combined arms team
has a decided advantage. Furthermore, aerial heliborne combat is a facet that
now confronts the battlefield commander as a result of the proliferation of
aviation agcsets. The US Army must be prepaired to meet this challenge with new

doctrine, organizations, and tactics.

The proliferation of aircraft over the battlefield establishes the

requirement for a more intensified airspace management program. The term,

"joint-use,” beccmes even more of a reality as multi-echeloned commands
inundatolthc airspace over the battlefield with mortar artillery rounds,
rockets, missiles, and aircraft, Within a singl? corps sector, more than 300
combat aircraft could be airborne simultaneously, excluding US Air Force close
alp support assets, The conduct of airnobile operat.ons could increase this
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number by well over 100 assault support aircraft. And to conduct cross-FLOT
cperations, airspace corridors must be affected for ingress and egress of
combat and combat support helicopters. New methods and techniques of airspace

managenment need to be conducted in the immediate future.

Finailly, the issue of strategic mobility requires redefinition as

helicopters are being equipped with auxillary fuel tanks that allow them to *

deploy non-stop for distances in excess of 1000 nautical miles. This means .
that many of the organic aircraft of an AirMechanized Division would not

require US Air Force or Navy strategic mobility assets. And, fewer strategic

114t assets would be required to transport the light, mobile ground combat

vehicles and combat Infantry soldiers of the Light Attack Brigade. Also, the

number of strategic heavy-lift assets would be minimized, which broadens the

nunber of possible ;nbarkatlon and debarkation aerial and vea ports. The

overall result is -that combat power can be deployed into a theater of

operations quicker and employed more rapidly,

SUMARY

Winning on the AirLand battlefield means defeating the enemy’s operational
plan. To achieve victory, one must synchronize the elements of firepower and
maneuver into an harmonious, devastating, offensive stroke. Delay, Disrupt and
Destroy are the three mechanisms the combined arms commander seeks to employ to
influence the battle or campaign decisively, Their collective effort is used
to defeat the Soviet Army’s operational employment doctrine of "echelonment." .
The cornerstone for each of these mechanisms is firepower and mobility. The
terrain-orianted combat vehicle has aimost achieved its upper limit, with
respect to mobility. Therafore, the battiefield commander must 100K ¢lsewhere
to locate the arm of decision through which to execute his operational scheme
of maneuver, Detailed analysis of the general concepts advanced by General
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Doctor F.M. von Senger und Etterlin, Brigadier (retired) Richard E. SimpKin,
and balonol Wally Franz have demonstrated that: 1) the AirMechanized Division
is a feasible model for futrue combat orgaﬁizltlons; 2) the optimal employment
of this AirMechanized Divison in Europe would be at the field army level; and,
3) a comparative analysis of the AirMechanized Division with an armored divison
shows that their overall cost-effectiveness ratings are equal. According to
General William R, Richardson, Commanding General, United States Army Training
and Doctrine Command, . . . Army Aviation embodies more of the principles of

Alri.and Battle than any of the other Combat Arms.* (8]
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APPENDIX 1
ITEMIZED COST SUMMARY - ARMORED DIVISION

TYPE UNIT | EQUIPMENT | NO/BN | X BNS | TOTAL | UNIT COST |  TOTAL COST |

ARMD BN M1 MBT e é 348 % 1,817,000 ¢ 632,316,000
M3 CFV 7 é 42 1,609,972 67,618,824
M125 Carr é é 36 188,133 6,772,788

$ 704,707,612

MECH BN M2 IFV 54 4 216 ¢ 1,609,972 ¢ 347,733,952
M3 CFV ? 4 28 1,609,972 67,618,824
M125 Carr é 4 24 188,133 4,515,192
v 12 4 48 320,251 15,372,048
$ 435,260,016

CBT AWN BOE
AHB AH=44 21 2 42 ¢ 7,800,000 ¢ 327,400,000
OH-98 13 2 26 201,898 $,249,348
UH-40 3 2 é 4,443,000 27,858,000
1 ' $ 340,707,348
BSAC OH-38 16 1 16 ¢ 201,898 ¢ 3,230,348
UH=1H é 1 é 922,704 5,534,224
EH-40 3 1 3 3,000,000 ° 9,000,000
$ 17,746,592
; CsAC UH-60 13 1 15 ¢ 4,643,000 ¢ 49,445,000
; CAV SGDN M3 CFV 41 1 41 ¢ 1,809,972 ¢ 46,008,852
| M125 Carr é 1 é 188,133 1,128,798
| AH-44 8 1 8 7,800,000 62,400,000
r 0H-38 12 1 12 201,898 2,422,774
; UH-40 1 1 1 4,643,000 4,643,000
? $ 136,603,428

|

l DIV ARTY  M109 135 SP 24 3 72 ¢ 285,000 ¢ 20,520,000
DIV TRPS  M68 VIR 32 % 936,512 ¢ 26,748,384
AVLB 16 597,244 9,556,224
MS?7 Carr Cmd 125 184,442 23,055,250
$ 59,379,858
DIVISION TOTAL | $ 1,814,589,852
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APPENDIX 2

v ITEMIZED COST SUMMARY - AIRMECHANIZED DIVISION
3 TYPE_UNIT | | X BNS I|_TOTAL | UNIT COST | T T :
: ATK CAY BDE o
- ATK HEL BN  AH-64 21 é 126 ¢ 7,800,000 <+ 982,800,000 .
OH-38 13 é 78 201,898 15,748,044 g
UH-60 3 é 18 4,443,000 83,574,000 i
. AN
$ 1,082,122,044 ;ﬁjﬁ
AIR CAV SQ  AH-64 12 3 36 ¢ 7,800,000 $ 280,800,000 f*:
0H-38 18 3 54 201,898 10,902,492 e
UH=-60 2 3 6 4,643,000 27,858,000 ;gyi
$ 319,560,492 B
AN SPT 6P e
6SAC OH-58 14 1 16 ¢ 201,898 ¢ 3,230,368 o
_ UH-1H 6 1 6 922,704 5,536,224 i
» EH-60 3 1 3 3,000,000 9,000,000 R
'.' '::"..1
- $ 17,766,592 o]
-
' csAB UH-60 30 1 30 4,643,000 ¢ 139,290,000 e
: CH-47 32 1 32 5,487,993 182,015,776 O
% 321,308,776 s
-; TAMB UH-40 é 1 6 4 4,643,000 27,838,000 :ij:
DIV ARTY o
HOW BN M102 10Smwm 18 3 s4 ¢ 126,016 $ 6,804,864 R
- HAN 18 3 34 32,400 1,749,600 i
- HOW BN M198 135mm 24 1 24 ¢ 208,000 4,992,000 n
M348 24 1 24 106,425 2,554,200 !
Ll :.j
: $ 16,100,664 s
S LT ATK BDE Eﬁﬁ?
" LT ATK REGT HMMWN - 27 3 81 ¢ 29,000 s 2,349,000 0%
¥ DIVISION TOTAL $ 1,787,062,568 i
< ' :*
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